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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We recret to learn that Mr. Registrar Koz, who has been for 
some months suffering from impaired health, has been compelled 
to obtain from the Lord Chancellor leave of absence from his 
duties until the Long Vacation. Mr. Farmer, the principal clerk 
to the registrars, will act as deputy for Mr. Kor during his 
absence. 





Tue motion for the appointment of a new judge is expected to 
be brought on on Monday next. It is understood that in the 
House of Commons Lord Ranporrn Cuvurcuitt will offer a 
strenuous opposition on the ground that the duties assigned to the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division do not occupy the whole of 
their time, It is stated that this vigilant judicial critic has his 
eye on holidays alleged to have been taken by certain learned 
judges supposed to be on circuit. 





Tue casx of Re Brogden, Billing v. Brogden, now before the 
Court of Appeal No. 11., is the case in which Mr. Justice Norra 
took about sixteen months to consider his judgment. In the 
court below there were thirteen days occupied with the hearing of 
oral evidence, and, judging from the bulk of paper before the 
counsel engaged in the appeal, many days will be occupied in its 





One oF THE EVENTS of the week is the announcement of a pro- 
ject, which has for some little time been known to be on the 
carpet, of a guarantee society on the footing of the great legal 
insurance societies. The notion is that, as solicitors are in a posi- 
tion to influence large branches of guarantee business, a society, 
mainly composed of solicitors, and under the conduct of leading 
members of the profession, is likely to attract to itself a large pro- 
portion of such business. The net of the new Law Guarantee 
and Trust Society is certainly spread widely enough; it em- 
braces, not merely fidelity guarantees in general, but guarantees 
of the due discharge of their duties by receivers, official and 
other liquidators, committees, guardians, executors, administrators, 
trustees, and egents; guarantees of payment of money due on mort- 
gege, and of trustees against liability resulting from the mis- 
conduct of any co-trustee or agent, or against any deficiency in any 
trust security ; and guarantees of title to property. The objects 
also include, among others, the formation of sinking or depreciation 
funds in the case of leaseholds, &c., and the realization of 
assets ; and we observe that power is taken to undertake the office of 
trustee, receiver and liquidator, executor, administrator, and “ any 
other offices of trust or confidence.” We assume that this last power 
is merely precautionary in case of legislation on the subject: no 
doubt, if we are to have legislation encouraging the formation of 
trustee companies, it is desirable that a society mainly composed of 
solicitor-directors and solicitor-shareholders should be in the field, 
whose interest it will not be to elbow out the family solicitor. 
We do not pretend to express an opinion as to the success of the 
Project, but it strikes us that the principle of legal co-opera- 
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tion is a sound one, and that a powerful lawy: 
of the purposes indicated above would be a 
tage to the profession. 





Onz or the complications which it was 
under the Conversion Act in the case of 


stock in - 
’ in quch a 


523 | ‘‘ The Paymaster shall, without any order for that purpose, upon 


memorandum signed by a registrar, master in 1 , or chief 
clerk, . . . sell from time to time so much of any New Consols 
exchanged therefor as, with the dividends thereon, will raise the 

ired.” There are two classes of who might 
have obtained « stop order on the capital ef such stock—viz., (1) 


si the assignee or absolute purchaser of the whole fund contin on 


the falling in of the annuity, and (2) a mortgagee or j 

creditor entitled to a charge for a sum less than the whole. In 
either case the person having the order has no better title than 
the mortgagor, or the reversioner who i 
become necessary to settle the question whether in every case the 
holder of a stop order on such a fund isto have notice of any appli- 
cation to sell capital to make up the accruing payments at an 
annuity. Clearly it would not be advisable for a registrar, or a 
master in lunacy, or a chief clerk to sign such a memorandum as 
that prescribed by rule 17 except in the presence of the holder of 
the stop order, and it may be assumed that the Chancery judges, 
who are considering the point, will decide it in this direction. At 
the same time the costs of any contention—which costs, it must be 
borne in mind, are consequent on the Conversion Act, and are not 
iin gs about by anything the parties have initiated—must be pro- 
vided for. 





Tue argument in the Middlesex Registry case '( Reg. v. Lord 
Truro), on the return to the mandamus, was confined to the new 
point raised by the learned and ingenious counsel for the registrar. 
The deed to which the mandamus related was a deed of enfran- 
chisement by the Duke of Northumberland of a piece of land, 
portion of his manor of Sion, It is obviously a difficult matter to 
select an instrument on which it will be safe to test such 
questions as were intended to be raised in Mr. Munton’s ap- 
plication, for until the questions are decided the deed has to 
remain unregistered, and no doubt the deed of enfranchisement 
was chosen as being less open to risk than any other. But 
the result has been to raise a new andrather subtle point. Section 
1 of the Middlesex Registry Act (7 Anne, oc. 20) enables “a 
memorial of all deeds and conveyances - .» made and 
executed . . whereby any . . manors, lands, tene- 
ments, or hereditaments in the said county may be in any way 
affected” to be registered; but section 17 ides that the Act 
‘‘shall not extend to any copyhold estates.” These latter words 
are copied from the previous old West Riding of Yorkshire 
Registry Act (2 & 3 Anne, c. 4, s. 16), and in the Yorkshire 
Registries Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 54, s. 28), they are translated 
into ‘any copyhold hereditaments.” It does not seem easy, at 
first sight, to contend that a deed which appointed a piece of 
copyhold land to the use of A. B. and C.D., “‘ their heirs and 
assigns, for ever as freehold, and absolutely enfranchised and dis- 
charged from the copyhold tenure thereof,” was exempted from 
registration by virtue of section 17. But it appears from the 
return to the mandamus (ante, p. 95), that the contention on 
behalf of the registrar is (1) that ‘‘atthe time of the execution” 
of the deed the land was copyhold land; and (2) that the deed, 
before it was tendered for registration, had been ‘‘duly recorded on 
the court rolls”? of the manor. With regard to the first of these 
contentions, it would seem to be sufficient to say that before the 
execution of the deed the land was copyhold land, but that at and 
after the execution of the deed (to quote Lord Kenyon’s words in 
Bradshaw vy. Lawson, 4 T. R., at p. 446), “by the [deed] the 
estate was no longer parcel of the manor, nor held of the manor.” 
The second contention apparently goes rather to principle than to 
the wording of the Act. The preamble to the Act shews that 
“ secret ways of conveying lands” were the evils intended 
to be remedied, and we presume it is contended that since 
it is the practice to imrol deeds of enfranchisement on the 
court rolls, there is no reason for requiring such deeds to be 
also registered at the Middlesex Registry. But there appear to be 
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€wo answers to this contention—first, that the inrolment of en- 
franchisement deeds on court rolls is not, so far as we know, essen- 
tial or obligatory, but is merely adopted as a convenient mode of 
reserving evidence of the enfranchisement ; and, secondly, that 
in spite of exceptions in favour of freehold tenants of the manor 
and the right of inspection by persons interested in land enfran- 
chised under the Copyhold Acts) the court rolls are not a public 
register, like the Middlesex Registry, but only in the nature of 
ublic books for the benefit of the lord and tenants of the manor. 
e court appear to have based their decision in favour of Mr. 
Mowron on the ground that the deed “ affected a manor” within 
section 1—a ground which does not strike us as the best that 
might have been chosen. 





Tue Soricrror-Genxrat, in his speech on the second reading of 
the Local Government Bill, stated that, ‘‘ under the licensing 
statutes justices were not justified in refusing to renew a public- 
houre licence simply upon the ground that there was no need for 
it, or that there were too many public-houses in the neighbour- 
hood”; that, ‘‘taking the licensing statutes together, it is not 
competent for the magistrates to refuse the renewal of licences 
which had been previously granted, except on some special cause 
personal to the holder of the licence”; and that these statutes, 
** properly read, give to the licensed victualler a vested interest in 
the enjoyment of his licence.”” We confess we are rather sur- 
prised at this broad statement. Let us consider these statutes in 
their order. By section 1 of the Licensing Act of 1828, ‘it shall 
be lawful” for the licensing justices “to grant licences” to sell 
intoxicating liquor by retail in public-houses to such persons as 
the justices shall, in the execution of the powers in the Act “‘ con- 
tained, and in the exercise of their discretion, deem fit and proper ”’ ; 
and by section 13 every licence so granted ‘‘ shall be in force for 
one whole year, and no longer.’”’ In this Act there is no distinction 
between a first grant and a renewal, that distinction being first 
drawn, not as to the general public-house licence, but as to 
particular kinds of beer, cider, and wine licences, the power to 
refuse to renew which is limited by that Act to special grounds, of 
which the excess in number of licensed houses is not one The 
Licensing Act of 1872 draws a broad, general distinction between 
new grants and renewals of every kind of licences, the scheme of 
that Act being to make new grants more difficult, and renewals 
more easy, to obtain. By section 42 of that Act, ‘‘where a 
licensed person applies” for renewal, it is enacted that (1) ‘he 
need not attend in person” at brewster sessions ‘‘ unless he is 
required by the justices so to attend”; (2) ‘‘the justices shall 
not entertain any objection to the renewal” unless notice of 
intention to oppose the renewal shall have been given to the 
holder “ provided that the licensing justices may, notwithstanding 
that no notice has been given, on an objection being made, adjourn 
the granting of any licence to a future day, and require the 
attendance of the holder of the licence on such day, when the case 
will be heard and the objection considered, as if the notice herein- 
before prescribed had been given”; and (3) the evidence must be 
given on oath ; but it is added that, “ subject as aforesaid licences 
shall be renewed, and the powers and discretion of justices relative 
to such renewal shall be exercised, as heretofore.” There isno ex- 
press obligation upon applicants to attend in person, but such an 
obligation may undoubtedly be implied from section 12 of the Act 
of 1828, which relieves applicants disabled by infirmity from the 
obligation of such personal attendance. The lst paragraph of 
section 42 of the Act of 1828 was afterwards modified by the very 
important provision of section 26 of the Licensing Act, 1874, that 
the requisition by the licensing justices for personal attendance 
“shall not be made, save for some special cause personal to the 
licensed n to whom such requisition is sent.’”” This ‘“‘ special 
cause personal” clearly means some cause connected with the 
character of the licence holder, and cannot be extended so as to in- 
clude an excess of licensed houses. The justices, therefore, cannot 
originate an inquiry into the desirability of refusing a renewal on 
the ground of such excess. But does or does not the first para- 
- of section 42 of the Act of 1872, as amended by section 26 
of the Act of 1874, override the second paragraph so as to import 
the “‘ special cause personal” into it, and to prevent ‘the objec- 
tion” provided for in that section being made on causes other 


involved, and we hardly think it can be disposed of in the summary 
manner adopted by the Solicitor-General. Curiously enough, we 
are ishomel that on Thursday last the very point was raised in a 
case of Sharp v. Wakefield, before a divisional court of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, when the court reserved judgment. We shall, 
therefore, refrain from saying more than that the Solicitor-General 
has not convinced us. 





Ir was one of the original proposals in last year’s Copyhold Act 
to substitute a memorandum of enfranchisement for a deed in all 
cases where the compensation was ascertained without reference to 
the Commissioners. This was accompanied by a further proposal 
that in all cases the lord for the time being, though only a limited 
owner, should be able to give a good discharge for the compensa- 
tion money. On the ground, however, that too much power was 
thus given to limited owners, the latter proposal was rejected, and 
the former went with it. Had the two passed, there would have 
been little necessity to have recourse to the Commissioners, as the 
tenant could have abstained in all cases from investigating the 
lord’s title, and a memorandum would have had all the effect of 
an award. But it seems to have been forgotten that a sufficient 
number of enfranchisements might nevertheless take place outside 
the Commission to make the substitution of a memorandum for a 
deed a useful change, and this omission it is proposed to remedy 
by a Bill which has been introduced in the House of Lords 
by Lord Hosnovsz. This provides that, where the compensa- 
tion is ascertained by agreement or valuation without refer- 
ence to the Commissioners, the tenant shall pay to the 
steward his compensation and the proper stamp duty, and there- 
upon the steward shall be bound to enter a memorandum of 
enfranchisement on the court rolls of the manor, and to give a 
copy of it, signed by the lord or himself, to the tenant. Such 
copy is to have the effect of an award of enfranchisement under 
the Copyhold Act, 1858. This looks at first sight as though the 
payment of compensation to the lord might be safely neglected ; 
but by one of Lord Hosxovssr’s proposed amendments it is 
required that this shall have been either paid or duly secured. 
But although the terms of this Bill are quite general, and refer to 
all cases outside the Commission, yet they must be read in connec- 
tion with the provisions of the Act of 1887. The question as to 
whether there shall be a reference to the Commission or not 
depends, in practice, on whether the lord’s title need be investi- 
gated. Now, although the Act introduced great simplifications in 
the payment to the lord, yet, in cases quite outside the Commis- 
sion, it only allows the lord for the time being to give 
a good discharge when the compensation is under £500, 
and when he declares that he is entitled to it for his 
own use. To such cases, then, it would seem that the pro- 
posed substitution of a memorandum for a deed will be con- 
fined. In all others it is probably less expensive to go before the 
Commissioners than to incur the expense of investigating the lord’s 
title. Payment may then be made to him, and the Commissioners 
direct him as to the application of the money. There is also an 
amendment to be proposed by Lord Hosnouse which restores the 
old scale of compensation to the steward as it was originally in- 
serted in the Bill of last year. No doubt the very small sums to 
which the fees were cut down by the House of Commons in 
the case of small properties have proved unremunerative. The 
difference is, that instead of the small sums payable in respect 
of properties where the compensation ranges from £1 to £25, it 
is now proposed again to fix the steward’s compensation at £4 
in all cases where the lord’s compensation is under £25. 





Tue pivorce suit of Skinner v. Skinner, which was heard last 
week before Sir James Hannen, appears to be the first case in 
which the court has exercised the jurisdiction conferred upon it 
by the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 27), of 
depriving a parent of the future custody of the children of the 
marriage, even in the event of the death of the other parent. 
It will be remembered that by section 7 of that Act, ‘‘in 
any case where a decree for judicial separation, or a decree 
either nisi or absolute for a divorce, shall be pronounced, the 
court pronouncing such decree may thereby declare the parent 
by reason of whose misconduct such decree is made to be a 





than special cause personal? This is the short question 
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person unfit to have the custody of the children (if any) of the 
marriage; and, in such case, the parent so declared to be unfit 
shall not, upon the death of the other parent, be entitled as of 
right to the custody or guardianship of such children.” The suit 
was instituted by a wife on the ground of her husband’s adultery, 
the latter being also co-respondent in the suit of Wilkinson v. 
Wilkinson and Skinner, which was tried at the same time, there 
being no defence in either case. The cruelty proved against the 
respondent was the communication of disease to the petitioner on 
several occasions, and, the respondent having been previously 
served with a notice that on the hearing of the cause the court 
would be asked to declare, under section 7 of the Guardianship of 
Infants Act, 1876, that he was, by reason of his misconduct, an 
unfit person to have the custody of his children, Sir J. Harney, 
while pronouncing a decree nisi dissolving the marriage and giving 
the petitioner the custody of her children, added a declaration as 
to the respondent’s unfitness to have the custody of his children. 





In a cask on Monday last the Master of the Rolls made some 
very pertinent remarks, which ought to be widely known, about 
pressing a charge of fraud against a man in the Court of Appeal 
when the court that tried the case has acquitted him of that 
charge. This man, said the Master of the Rolls, has run the 
gauntlet of this charge of fraud, and the judge who tried the case 
has found in his favour, and under these circumstances it would 
require overwhelmingly strong evidence to induce the Court of 
Appeal to reverse that finding, especially (as happened here) when 
the man is dead. 








MERGER OF CHARGES. 
I. 


THe ownership of land may be divided into various successive 
limited estates followed by an ultimate remainder in fee, and when 
any two of these meet without any intervening estate in the same 
person, in the same right, the less is said to be merged in the 
greater. The merger of charges is somewhat different from this, 
inasmuch as a charge is not an estate in the land, but is really a 
debt due from the owner of the land. Hence, when a charge and 
the estate in fee meet in the same person, we may either say that 
the lesser interest, the charge, is merged in the ownership, in 
analogy to the merger of estates ; or we may say that the debt is 
extinguished, on the ground that a man cannot be his own debtor. 
There are, however, practical reasons for preventing merger, under 
whichever of these two aspects we regard it. Considered as the 
merger of a smaller interest in a greater, its result may be to give 
priority to a second charge, as where a mortgagee purchases the 
equity of redemption without taking care to have his own mort- 
gage kept on foot; and considered as the extinguishment of a 
debt, it is manifestly unfair where the charge affects the whole 
inheritance, while the owner of it, in whose estate it has merged, 
has only a life interest. In addition to these considerations, there 
is a reason why even an owner in fee may object to merger, in- 
asmuch as its effect is to sink the charge, which is personal estate, 
in the land, which is real estate. Accordingly the merger, which 
must necessarily have taken place at law, has frequently been 
prevented in equity, and here the court has been guided by prac- 
tical considerations quite removed from the mere technical destruc- 
tion of a smaller interest by absorption in a greater. Its action, 
indeed, has been twofold, for just as the meeting of two such in- 
terests is often not allowed to effect a merger, so, on the other 
hand, a merger is allowed in equity, although there is no such 
meeting; where, for instance, the charge is ontstanding in trustees. 
“Upon this subject,” said Sir William Grant, M.R., in Forbes v. 
Moffatt (18 Vesey, 390), “a court of equity is not guided by the 
rules of law. It will sometimes hold a charge extinguished 
where it would subsist at law, and sometimes preserve 
it, where at law it would be merged.” Recognizing, then, that 
merger was a question of practical convenience, and not of 
technical notions, it was an easy step to discover the true test. 
Clearly those should decide whose interests are affected; as Sir 
William Grant went on to say, ‘“‘ The question is upon the inten- 
tion, actual or presumed, of the m in whom the interests are 
united.” From this reasonable doctrine, then, that merger is, in 


equity, a matter of intention, there has been no departure, and 
this is the main point to be considered in dealing with the subject. 
Intention, however, is by no means easy to be discovered; and, 
where neither the words nor the conduct of the n interested 
have given any clue to it, it can afford us no guidance. In this 
case equity has acted upon certain presumptions as to what the 
intention probably was, if it was ever ae formed; or as to 
what it would have been had the person interested considered the 
matter. In other words, equity has taken account of the practical 
considerations suggested above, and, in the absence of the party’s 
own intention, has supplied a reasonable one for him. In doing 
this, of course, various rules have been laid down—rules which are 
all reasonable enough, with the exception of one, that in Zoulmin 
v. Steere, to which we shall presently advert. So far as the 
merger of estates is concerned, it has been expressly provided by 
the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, sub-section (4), that there is to 
be no merger by operation of law only of any estate, the beneficial 
interest in which would not be deemed to be extinguished in 
equity. This apparently does not apply to the merger of charges, 
but the omission is sufficiently supplied by the general provision 
of sub-section (11) that in any conflict between the rules of equity 
and the rules of law the rules of equity are to prevail. We have 
already pointed out the leading principles by which these have 
been formed. We propose now to consider them somewhat more 
in detail. 

In the first place, there is a presumption that, when the owner- 
ship in fee-of the land and the absolute ownership of the charge 
meet in the same person, the charge is merged in the fee, and this 
upon the ground stated in Forbes v. Moffatt (supra), that ‘in 
most instances it is, with reference to the party himself, of no 
sort of use to have a charge on his own estate.” This shews the 
modern tendency to decide the question according to the interest 
of the owner; but another ground—namely, the simplification of 
the title—is clearly put in the judgment of Lord Northington, 
L.C., in Donisthorpe v. Porter (2 Eden, 162) :—‘‘ Where the 
owner has an absolute interest in the estate and the charge, the 
charge is annihilated for the benefit of the estate and the heir. 
The court does not consider the subtleties of mergers, but dis- 
charges the estate from the incumbrance; otherwise it would 
burthen estates to no purpose.” We may say, then, that merger 
is allowed in equity whenever the whole interest in the charge and 
in the estate meet in the same person, and when it is of no advan- 
tage to him to have the charge kept alive. For modern statements 
of the rule reference may be made to Grice v. Shaw (10 Hare, 79) 
and Swinfen v. Swinfen (29 Beay. 203). 

It is well settled that the same principle applies to a tenant in 
tail, for though he is not absolute owner, yet it is in his power to 
become one. This is explained in Drinkwater v. Combe (2 8. & 8. 
345), where it is pointed out that, as the tenant in tail cao at any 
moment acquire the absolute fee, and thus defeat the remainder, 
if he does not do so it is reasonable to infer that the remainder- 
man is, in a sense, the object of his choice, and that he means 
him to take the estate free from the charge. But this reasoning, 
of course, does not apply where the tenant in tail is by statute 
forbidden to bar the entail (Countess of Shrewsbury v. Earl of 
Shrewsbury, 3 Bro. Ch. C. 120); neither does the usual presump- 
tion with regard to an owner in fee arise where the estate is liable 
to be defeated by an executory devise (Drinkwater v. Oombe, 
supra). 

The above rule applies also to the somewhat different case 
where the owner of the fee pays off the charge without taking an 
assignment ; for here, though he never acquires the charge as such, 
he may, by expressing an intention to that effect, keep it alive for 
his own benefit. But in the absence of such intention the pre- 
sumption is that the debt is at end; and so the rule is laid down 
by Lord Eldon in Earl of Buckinghamshire v. Hobart (3 Swanst. 
106). The case of an’actual purchase of the charge is dealt with 
in Astley v. Millis (1 Sim. 298). It must he remembered, as we 
have already pointed out, that the merger depends on the union 
of interests, and not on the coalescence of two similar estates, and 
hence it will take place although the charge is supported by an 
outstanding legal estate. Rg of this ocour in Astley v. 
Millis, just cited, and in Pitt v. Pitt (22 Beav. 294). 

When, however, the charge is acquired by a limited owner—by 
anyone, that is, who has not the control of the entire fee—the 
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presumption is the other way, and this, for the reason stated 
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above, is perfectly natural. The limited owner cannot be regarded 
as being himself the debtor te the whole extent of the charge; it is 
really the debt of all those among whom the fee is in succession 
divided. When, therefore, he either acquires the charge or pays 
it off, it would manifestly be unfair that this interest should be 
shared with the remaindermen. An example of this will be 
found in Burrell v. Earl of Egremont (7 Beav. 232), where it is 
laid down that the payment of charges by a tenant for life will 
not exonerate the estate unless his intention to this effect can be 
proved ; and in Pitt v. Pitt (supra) this is put upon the ground 
of its being for the interest of the tenant for life to keep up the 
charge. This, of course, is simply stating the ground upon which 
the presumption in question is founded. 

Some further points arise when, at the time of the acquisition 
of the charge, the estate of its new owner is not yet in possession, 
and this has several times happened in the case of. a tenant in tail 
in remainder. So long as the estate continues in remainder there 
is, of course, no question of merger, and when it falls into posses- 
sion it might be thought that the usual rule would apply, and that 
the charge would be merged. This, however, is not so, but refer- 
ence is made to the intention, express or presumed, at the time of 
acquiring the charge, and in the absence of any indication to the 
contrary this is held to continue at the moment when merger 
would otherwise take place. If, then, a tenant in tail in re- 
mainder, whose estate is preceded by another estate tail, actually 
pays off a charge, it is presumed that, as his estate may never fall 
into possession, he meant the charge to be kept up, and hence 
a subsequent union of the charge and his estate will not effect 
a merger. Such is the doctrine of Wigsell v. Wigsell (2 8. & 8. 
369), and this was followed by Page Wood, V.C., in Horton 
v. Smith (4 K. & J. 628). He found some difficulty, however, in 
reconciling it with Forbes v. Moffatt (supra), and raised the further 
distinction that, if the tenant in tail in remainder acquired the 
charge otherwise than by actual payment, he cannot be held to 
have formed any intention, and the ordinary rule will apply. We 
may say, then, that ifa tenant in tail acquired the charge by 
payment at a time when his estate was still in remainder, and 
under such limitations that it might possibly never have fallen 
into possession, then an intention to keep the charge alive will be 
attributed to him which will be effectual to prevent the merger 
that would otherwise ensue upon the union of the interests. 
There seems no reason why the same principle should not apply 
to the case of an estate in fee in remainder under similar limita- 
tions. It happens sometimes, too, that a tenant for life, in whose 
case the presumption is against merger, acquires at his death, by 
the failure of intermediate estates, the immediate control of the 
fee. This, however, is not held to effect a merger, but the pre- 
sumption of intention raised by his tenancy for life continues in the 
absence of any proof to the contrary. This was the result in 
Wyndham v. Earl of Egremont (Ambl. 753) and Zrevor vy. Trevor 
(2 M. & K. 675). 


We have assumed hitherto that the ownership of the charge is 
absolute, and as a rule such is the case. If, however, it be 
subject to limitations which prevent the full union of the estate 
and the charge in the lifetime of the owmer, there will be no 
merger. Such was the case in Wilkes v. Collin (8 Eq. 338), 
where the charge was subject to a prior life interest which did not 
terminate during the life of the owner of the fee. The general 
principles of merger are well stated in Tyrwhitt v. Tyrwhitt (32 
Beav. 244), where it is said that the question is decided by the 
intention to be gathered either from express declaration or from 
the acts of the party, or by considering what is most for his in- 
terest. It has become usual, however, to include all this under 
intention, by presuming that he would intend that which is most 
advantageous, a fiction which perhaps sacrifices the real reasons to 
an apparent simplification. The presumption in favour of a limited 
owner is obviously founded on his interest, and so might be in- 
cluded in this principle, while the presumption in the case of an 
owner in fee or in tail rests upon the desire of the law to simplify 
the title in the absence both of intention or of any interest from 
which it might be presumed. It is only because of the convenience 
of having these two preliminary presumptions that they have 
acquired the importance which they possess. It still remains to 
consider what indications there are of actual intention, or vhat 
interests éxist which may either in themselves prevent merger or 
may raise = presumed intention which shall! have the same effect. 











SOME OVERSIGHTS IN THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Tue following question has occurred to us as worthy of more than 
@ mere passing observation :—Is it perfectly clear that in every 
instance where clause 3 deprives a man of his rights if he does 
not register, clauses 5 to 8 empower the registrar to register him ? 

Sub-clause (a) is so drawn that this question cannot arise, but 
sub-clauses (5) and (c) contain no expressions which make the 
contingency impossible. It may be said that the words, ‘‘ except 
the right of being registered,” in those sub-clauses do of them- 
selves confer the right to be registered, but it is equally possible 
that this may not be the interpretation put upon them by the 
court, which may hold that the words have their mere grammatical 
import of an exception to the preceding words, ‘‘shall not have 
any right ’—that is, shall not have any right which would other- 
wise have accrued to him by virtue of the conveyance or succession. 
At any rate, it would appear that the registrar will look to clauses 
5 to 8 for his authority to register, and may very reasonably 
decline to consider implications derived from other parts of the 
Act. 

The fact is, clause 3 and clauses 5 to 8 are addressed to two 
different classes of persons altogether. Clause 3 is addressed to 
the landowner, to force him to make an application for registration. 
Whether that application can or will succeed is made to depend 
wholly on clauses 5 to 8. There is no visible connection between 
the two; no —- provision for making them co-extensive with 
one another under all circumstances; and cases may be imagined 
without much difficulty in which the question will arise clearly 
enough. If this point be a substantial one, the landowner will be 
like the dove from the ark, finding no rest for the sole of his foot 
outside the edifice, and Noah having no authority to open the 
window and take him in. A distinct general clause, giving the 
assurance that all persons placed under disability by clause 3 
should, ipso facto, have a right to be registered, would, of course, 
obviate this doubt. 

The cases to which we propose to call attention in this connec- 
tion are the case of an assignee of a tenant for life’s beneficial 
interest and the case of a purchaser of a long term created by a 
will or settlement for the purpose of raising money. Let us 
consider these cases carefully. It appears that the original assign- 
ment of a tenant for life’s beneficial interest comes under clause 
3 (a) —the tenant for life is ‘‘ capable of being registered as owner,” 
and his assignee, if well advised, will see that the tenant for life 
is registered before making the conveyance. But, if we take the 
case of an assignee who has obtained his conveyance before the 
‘‘ specified day,” wishing to convey to a third party, matters will 
be very different. Under no possible interpretation of clauses 5 to 
8 is the assignee of a tenant for life’s beneficial estate ‘‘ capable of 
being registered as owner of the land”; and therefore the transac- 
tion comes clearly within sub-clause (5), being ‘‘ a conveyance of 
freehold land to whieh no person capable of being registered as 
owner of the land is a party,” “ purporting to convey a freehold 
estate in possession.” The sub-clause then goes on to say that 
such conveyance (not being a mortgage) shall not confer any 
right (except the mght to be registered as owner, supposing such 
right to subsist). But when the assignee applies to be regis- 
tered, the “‘authority ”’ will look in vain, either for the power or 
the means of registering him. Clearly it would be improper to 
register him, either as ‘full owner of the land—that is to say, 
tenant in fee simple thereof ’’—or ‘‘ as limited owner of the land— 
that is to say, as tenant for life thereof, or as having, under the 
Settled Land Acts, the powers of a tenant for life thereof” ; and 
these are the only ways in which registration can be made. 

The next case seems clearer still. Trustees of a long term 
created by a will or settlement for raising money sell the term. 
This is a ‘‘ conveyance to which no person capable of being regis- 
tered as owner is a party,” for the clause (26) which creates a 
register of leaseholders excludes terms not created by a lease, and 
whatever a lease is (which has never been clearly defined), it is 
tolerably clear at least that no will is a lease, and probably no 
settlement is a lease either. But the deed of sale we are consider- 
ing is a conveyance “ purporting to confer a term of years of which 
more than twenty-one are unexpired,” and therefore the transferee 
has no rights until he is registered as owner. When he applies, 
the authority will consult clauses 5 to 8 and 26, and will again 





find no power and no means for registering him. 
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What is he to do? 

From considerations set out in an article on the Bill contained in 
a previous issue it will be seen that the general effect of sub-clauses 
(a) and (5) may be thus tabulated :— 

Cases where the grantor must be registered before conveyance. 

(1) Legal conveyances on sales, mortgagee, and settlements of 
fee simple estates and life estates in possession made by legal or 
equitable tenant in fee simple or tenant for life. 

(2) Equitable conveyances on sales, mortgages, and settlements, 
conferring any right, made by tenant in fee simple or tenant for 
life. 

Cases where the grantor need not be registered. 

(1) Exchanges, voluntary conveyances (except settlements), 
legal or equitable. 

(2) Legal conveyances not in possession or not of freehold. 

(3) Appointments—where tenant for life is not a conveying 


party. 
Cases where neither the grantor nor the grantee need be registered. 
(1) Provided neither tenant in fee nor tenant for life is a 


Mortgages of freehold estates, leases, and rent-charges. 

(2) Legal conveyances of estates in reversion, or remainder, or 
to arise at a future date. 

Equitable ditto, if neither tenant in fee nor tenant for life be 
the grantor. 

(3) Provided tenant in fee or tenant for life is a party :— 

(i.) Exchanges, and voluntary conveyances (except settlements) ; 

(ii.) Probably, freehold estates in possession or otherwise, where 
neither tenant in fee nor tenant for life is the grantor. 


The last sub-clause (c) is intended to catch all the stray fish 
which escape through the meshes of sub-clauses (a) and (5), and 
to put a stop to all possibilities of evasion on the next death that 
occurs after any conveyance. For instance, suppose a transferee, 
for the purpose of evading the sub-clauses (a) and (4), has land 
conveyed to him for 1,000 years at no rent instead of in fee 
simple; and supposing this were not held to be a ‘‘ conveyance on 
sale,” he would escape both (a) and (4); but on his death the 
land would have to be registered. 

The case of a person succeeding under a will or intestacy and 
dying before registration, leaving a will, does not seem to be ade- 
quately provided for. It can hardly be intended that his will shall 
be void as to the land; and yet this is what the literal interpreta- 
tion of the words would mean. This point we observed was raised 
by Lord Beauchamp in the last debate in the House of Lords. 

Hitherto we have only considered the clause in its bearing on 
first registration; it also extends to subsequent transactions— 
namely, all transfers and charges, and all dealings under clause 18. 
Clause 18 empowers the registered owner to create rights in the 
land by the same means as heretofore; but should the transferee 
desire to pass on the land to any other person he comes within the 
michief of clause 3 (a) ; he is a ‘‘ person capable of being registered,” 
and so cannot convey to another until he is registered himself. 








A House Dinner of the Law Society Club was held on Wednesday, 
the 18th inst., at the Club, Mr. Ric amma. 2 in the chair. 
The guests of the evening included Lord Macnaghten, Mr. Justice 
Cave, Mr. Justice Kekewich, the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Mr. W. W. Karslake, Q.C., Mr. J. P. Murphy, Q.C., Mr. 
Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., Mr. R. 8. Wright, and Mr. Ingle Joyce. 


The case of Reg. v. Jordan (the rule to quash the order made by Judge 
Jordan, committing Mr. Turner for contempt of court) came on for argu- 
ment on the 13th inst. The court reserved judgment. 

An article on municipal debt and local taxation in the Edinburgh Review 
for April states that, while the net total of the National Debt, after 
dedu assets and was £700,846,465 on the 31st of March, 
~o Oe hms * rd the debts of - ‘= authorities outstan 
on the 1886, was £181,488,720, having nearly doubled 
since 1885, when it stood at £92,820,100. ey r 

At meeting of the London Court of Common Council last week the 
Lord Mayor laid before the court s letter from the Lord Chancellor for- 
wardin Fe a ee 
practising in City of London Court complaining that, either 
of the insuffi of the judicial strength or some other cause, the busi- 

become involved and in arrear, and the trial of cauees 
delayed. The court directed that the letter 


REVIEWS. 
PRIVATE ARRANGEMENTS WITH CREDITORS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF PRIVATE ARRANGEMENTS WITH 
CREDITORS. By GEorGE Youna Rosson, Esa., Barrister-at-Law. 
Reeves & Turner. 


Mr. Robson’s work, as will be gathered from its title, contains 
the whole of the law relating to private arrangements with creditors, 
and is intended as a supplement to his well-known treatise on the 
law of bankruptcy. Like that work, it is much pleasanter reading 
than most law books. Mr. Robson writes good English, and he has 
the knack of so arranging and weaving together the results of cases 
as to produce an easy-flowing and well-connected exposition. 

The book opens with a narrative of the provisions made by the 
Legislature in, and subsequently to, the Act of 1849 for facilitating 
arrangements with creditors without recourse to bankruptcy proceed- 
ings. The cause of failure of each successive scheme is shortly 
pointed out, and the terse description of successive efforts at 
reform, always rendered futile by some o ht, may be com- 
mended to the consideration of learned members of Governments who 
are not unfrequently disposed to take in hand the remodelling of 
branches of law with which they bave no practical acquaintance. 
Blunders seem to be inseparable from bankruptcy legislation. When 
the pendulum swung back in 1883, and statutory ents with 
creditors without recourse to bankruptcy were restricted, the framers 
of the Act seem to have overlooked the encouragement which the 
shortening of the title by relation of the trustee would afford to 
private arrangements. Mr. Robson is an excellent authority on the 
subject, and he tells us in his introduction that these arrangements 
have been ‘‘ much more frequently resorted to under the last men- 
ne, ee eee eS 

t while ‘‘a great many arrangements escription have 
carried out successfully and advantageously for the creditors,” 
‘*there can also be little doubt that creditors have sometimes been 
compelled to accede to a deed of ent without a sufficient 
Fo Pena being afforded to them for the investigation of the 
debtor’s affairs, and without notice of the deed until it was too late to 
impeach it.” Hence the Longe Fy the Deeds of Arrangement Act of 
last session. But here again, if Mr. Robson is right in his y tag of 
tion of this Act, we have another blunder. After stating the defini- 
tion given in the Act of ‘‘ deed of ent,” he says (p. 25) :— 
“It will be observed that istration of the above-mentioned 
instruments is only required when they are for the benefit of the 
creditors of a debtor generally—that is, for the benefit of all the 
debtor’s creditors who assent to or take the benefit of them. Regis- 
tration is not, therefore, required where the object and effect of the 
deed is to make provision for the payment of particular creditors, or 
a particular class of creditors.” It may be remembered that a corre- 
pena drew attention in our columns last year to this oversight. 

e are not quite sure, however, whether the effect of the definition 
in section 19 of “creditors generally” as including ‘‘ all creditors 
who may assent to or take the benefit of a deed of arrangement,” has 
been sufficiently considered. 

After his introductory chapter, Mr. Robson discusses the recent 
Act, under the heads of (1) registration of deeds of arrangement, and 
(2) what instruments require registration, and then, in successive 
chapters, deals with compositions, assignments for the benefit of 
creditors, and the effect of private arrangements on the remedies of 
per eee - — Re Boaenn | be ry pa This placing . 
registration before the gen w applicable to private arrangemen’ 

rather savours of putting the cart before the horse, and it would also 
seem proper to consider what instruments require registration before 
the mode of registration. Mr. Robson is usually so logical in his 
arrangement of matter that we note with some surprise this depar- 
ture. It is, however, of no practical importance to the reader, who 
will find in the chapter relating to registration full and careful in- 
formation on all matters connected with that operation, and in the 
—_ on instruments requirin, a tion a valuable commentary 
on the provisions of the Act in this respect. The succeeding ey 
discuss the general law tersely, clearly, and accurately, the 
appendix contains a series of precedents of deeds of arrangement. 

e case of Ex Official Rosen, Re Stephenson (ante, p. 223), 
which was decided after the date of Mr. Robson’s preface, would 
have come in opportunely to confirm Mr. Robson’s remarks at p. 71 
as to the effect of an absolute release by creditors. 


—— 











CORRESPONDENCE, 


CONVERSION OF CONSOLS AND STOCK MORTGAGES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 





mittee who > 
sidering the various matters relating to the Olty of London Genet. cr NV 


Sir,—In connectien with the conversion of Consols there seems to 
be a difficulty which I have not seen raised. 
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As you are aware, in mortgages to trustees who, to raise the sum 
advanced, have sold out Consols or other stock, it has been usual for 
the mortgagor to covenant to transfer into the trustees’ names the 
same amount of stock, and not to repay the amount of the advance -- 
the object of course being to protect the trustees from loss by a rise 
in the price of stock. 

Now suppose that in 1887 A. and B., trustees, sold out £990 
Consols for £1,000 and advanced this sum to ©., and that C. cove- 
nanted to transfer into the names of A. and B, £990 Consols (in lieu 
of repayment of the £1,000), and that C. wishes to pay off the mort- 

after conversion, how must he do it ? J.8., dr. 
pril 19. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
H4SNCE AND ANOTHER vo. HARDING—No. 1, 16th April. 


Banxrvuprcy—SerrteMENT—PvurcuaseEr In Goop FatrH AND FOR VALUABLE 
ConsrpgraTION—TrapeR—Bankrvrtcy Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vier. c. 71), 
s. 91. 


This was an interpleader issue between the trustees of a post-nuptial 
settlement and the trustee in bankruptcy of the settlor to test the 
validity of the settlement. On the 25th of November, 1882, Dr. 
Peekett, who was a surgeon practising as a gee practitioner, was in- 
duced by his father to execute a post-nuptial settlement for the benefit 
of his family, the father b ing into the settlement certain leasehold 
property which then produ £70 a year, and releasing his son from a 
debt of £107. Dr. Peskett brought in two policies of insurance upon his 
life for £1,500 each. The plaintiffs were the trustees of the settlement. 
On the 6th of July, 1883, Dr. Peskett was adjudicated bankrupt, and the 
defendant was appointed trustee in bankruptcy. In September, 1886, Dr. 
Peskett died, and the plaintiffs ee an action agaiust the insurance 
company for the amount of one of the policies. The defendant also 
claimed the proceeds, and an interpleader issue was directed to be tried. 
The defendant contended that the settlement was void as against him 
under section 91 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides that “any 
settlement of property made by a trader, not being a settlement made be- 
fore and in consideration of marriage, or made in favour of a purchaser 
or incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable consideration, shall, if the 
settlor becomes bankrupt within two years after the date of such settle- 
ment, be void as against the trustee of the bankrupt,” &c. An 
apothecary is, by the schedule to the Act, a trader. Section 47 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, is in the same terms, except that the word 
‘“*trader”’ is omitted. It appeared that Dr. Peskett described himself in 
the bankruptcy proceedings as a ‘“‘ surgeon and apothecary,” and that he 
only supplied medicines to the patients whom he attended, charging them 
—_ for attendance. Huddleston, B., gave judgment for the plaia- 


8. . 

Tue Court affirmed this judgment. Lord Esner, M.R., after 
holding upon the evidence that the settlement was not void under 
13 Eliz., c. 5, said that the father and son acted in good faith in making 
this settlement, their motives being to secure a provision for the son’s 
family, which became necessary owing to the son’s intemperate habits. The 
father was also a ‘‘ purchaser for valuable consideration,” as he gave up 
certain property upon the condition that his son also gave up some prop- 
erty. Ex parte Hillman (27 W. R. 567, 10 Ch. D. 622) must be read with 
regard to the facts of that case, there being no purchaser there. Hence, 
even supposing the bankrupt to be a “‘ trader,’’ the case came within the 
exception in section 91. In his opinion, however, the bankrupt was not a 
“‘trader’’ within the section. He did not charge for medicines; he 
charged fur his visits. He did not buy and sell medicines as a trade. 
Therefore he did not trade in medicines. Er parle Diubeny (2 Deac. 72) 
was a clear authority that adealing with drugs in that manner did not 
make a trader. Further, the transaction was also protected by section 
94, sub-section 3. Sir James Hannen concurred. The father was a 
‘*purchaser for valuable consideration,’ as he gave a quid pro quo, the 
father giving up certain property upon condition of the son doing the 
same. In Ez parte Hillman the transfer was purely voluntary. Again, 
Ex parte Daubeny showed that the son was not a ‘‘ trader” within section 
91.—Counsex, Lockwood, Q.C., and C. R. Francis; R. T. Reid, Q.C., and 
H. Reed. Sortcrrors, Harries, Wilkinson, ¢ Raikes; G. Castle. 


Re BARBER—No. 2, 16th April. 


APPOINTMENT OF New Truster—‘"‘ Person or Unsounp Minp’’—Jvris- 
DICTION IN Lunacy—Trustze Act, 1850, s. 2. 


This was a petition (entitled in lunacy and in chancery) for the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee in place of a person who was alleged to be of un- 
sound mind, but who had not been so found, and for avesting order. The 
petition was —— under section 2 of the Trustee Act, 1850. The 
evidence of the unsoundness of mind was an affidavit of the medical 
attendant of the trustee, who said that he was in his seventieth year, 
and that in April, 1884, he had a lytic stroke, and had had three 
similar strokes since, the last of which was in November, 1887. The 
petraey = ian: . He a “ge uite helpless, unable to move or to ex- 
press his wants or wishes, er by speech or signs. He is quite unable 
to read or write, or to attend to any business matters. . ’ He can 


see and hear, and is able to recognize his friends and relatives who attend 
on or visit him. I also think that he is able to understand what is said to 

















him to a certain extent, but not sufficient to enable him to transact any 
business. . . . When the death of a nephew, which occurred a few 
weeks since, was communicated to him, he evideutly understood what had 
happened, and was much affected in consequence. It would be hopeless 
to attempt to read or explain any documents to him, or to obtain his 
signature to them, or to enter upon any matters of business with him. 
. - . Ido not think there is likely to be any improvement either in his 
bodily or mental condition, or that his s h is likely to be restored to 
him.” Upon this evidence it was contended that the trustee was of un- 
sound mind within the meaning of section 2, and that the Court of 
Lunacy had the jurisdiction to e avesting order. Reliance was placed 
upon Re Martin (34 Ch. D. 618, 31 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 217, 232). In 
that case a — was presented to the Chancery Division for the ap- 
pointment of a new trustee in the place of — who was alleged to 
of unsound mind. The evidence of the medical man who had attended 
him was that he was suffering from softening of the brain, and that he 
was, and always would be, ‘“‘unable to attend to, or comprehend, any 
business matter whatever. In my opinion he is not a lunatic or person 
of unsound mind, but he has general paralysis of the brain centres and 
loss of nerve power, and cannot recover, or be able to attend to any busi- 
ness.”” North, J., held that application ought to be made to the Lords 
Justices in Lunacy for a vesting order, and, upon that application being 
made, the court made a vesting order, being of opinion that the trustee 
was of unsound mind within the meaning of the Trustee Act. Cotton, 
LJ., thought that ‘‘a person is of unsound mind within the meaning 
of the Act when, from continuing infirmity of mind, he is incapable 
of managing his affairs ; - when he is subject to a permanent 
incapacity of mind rendering him incapable of attending to business. 
In my judgment the medical evidence in this case shews clearly that this 
gentleman is incapable of attending to business, owing to permanent in- 
firmity of mind.’’ In the present case . 
Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the evidence did 
not shew a permanent infirmity or incapacity of mind, and that the trustee 
was not of ‘‘ unsound mind” within section 2. Oonsequently, the appli- 
cation ought to be made to the Chancery Division under sections 32 and 
34. The Lords Justices had not jurisdiction as additional judges of the 
Chancery Division unless they had jurisdiction in lunacy.—Covunsgi, G. £. 
Jeffery. Soxticrrors, Lee, Ockerby, § Everington. 


Re STOOKEN, JONES v. HAWKINS—No. 2, 18th April. 


ApmtnistraTION OrpER—DiscretTion or Court—Drrecrion ny TgsTaTor 
THAT HIS TRUSTEES SHOULD COMMENCES AN ADMINISTRATION AcTION— 
R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 10. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 370). The 
question was whether an order ought to have been made for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of a testator. Rule 10 of order 55 provides that ‘‘it 
shall not be obligatory on the ccurt or a judge to pronounce or make a 
judgment or order, whether on summons or otherwise, for the adminis- 
tration of any trust or of the estate of any deceased person, if the ques- 
tion between the parties can be properly determined without such judgment 
or order.” The will of the testator directed his trustees within two 
months after his death to commence an action in the Chancery Division 
for the administration of his estate ; but, nothwithstanding that direction, 
and the institution of any action, he authorized his trustee to pay the 
several pecuniary legacies given, as and when they should think fit, and to 
realize his business, as and when they should fit, without being liable 
for any loss that might be occasioned by reason of such payment or sale 
being made otherwise than under the direction of the court. The business 
was realized, and the legacies were paid, and the residue was properly 
invested by the trustees. The summons was issued by one of the two 
trustees and executors against the other, who was also tenant for life of 
the residue, and an infant beneficiary asking for the direction of the 
court whether the trustees were bound to commence an administration 
action, and, if they were so bound, then to have the testator’s estate 
administered under the direction of the court. North, J., in chambers 
made an order declaring that the estate ought to be administered 
under the direction of the court, and ordered that an inquiry should be 
made of what the property then subject to the trusts of the will con- 
sisted. And it was further ordered that the trustees should be at liberty 
to apply to the court for such further accounts and inquiries as might be 
deemed necessary, and also to apply to the judge in chambers on the 
answer to the above iaquiry being certified, and generally as they might 
be advised. The defendants moved in court to discharge the order, on 
the ground that an administration by the court was unnecessary, and that 
the court was in no way bound by the direction in the testator’s will, 
even if the trustees were bound to commence the action. North, J., 
refused to discharge the order. He thought the testator intended that 
the infant beneficiaries should become wards of court, and that he was 
bound to give effect to the testator’s direction. But the expense ought 
to be limited as much as possible. An administration did not y 
involve the going through all the details of the administration. But 
the inquiry of what the estate co was @ proper one. On behalf of 
the appellants it was urged that the making of an administration order 
in such a case would tend to the insertion in wills as a common form of 
a clause similar to Cenk ta. De pouenee we 

Tux Court (Oorron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corrox, 
L.J., said that it was not imperative on the court by reason of the testa- 
tor’s direction, to make an administration order, but that direction ought 
to be taken into consideration by the judge, His lordship tho 
the duty of the trustees to commence the p , and he thought it 
was the intention of the testator, not only that proceedings should be 
commenced, but that there should be an administration by the court. It 
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it was not wrong to order this 


curred, adding 


the express authority of the testator would be guilty of a grave derelic- 


possible to say what was in the mind of the testator. He may | contained in the testamentary dispositions of a gentleman who was a Jew, 
have wished that his estate should be ascertained by the court, or that the | whereby, after settlin on his 
infant beneficiaries should have the protection of the court. At any rate, 
ted administration. Fry, L J., con- 
at anyone who inserted such a clause in a will without | gentleman who was not aJew. A 


g fortunes 
‘*were to forfeit their fortunes if 
There was no gift over. One of the 


tion of duty. Lorzs, L.J., was of the same opinion. He thought that | tingent question, and therefore one — ae court would decline to 


the direction of the testator did not make it imperative on the court to | adjudicate: Curtis v. Sheffield (30 W. 
and Herbert Lake; 0. T. Simpson. alee le I 


administer the estate, —— the direction necessari] 
weight.—OounssL, Ince, Q.0., 
rors, Lake, Beaumont, § Lake ; Joseph Plaskitt. 


Re THOMPSON, STEVENS v. THOMPSON—No. 2, 18th April. 


Marzrep Woman—Secuniry ror Costs—ApmrnistRaTION ACTION BY 
Next Frrenp—Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 1 (2)— 


R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 16. 


The question in this case was whether a married woman ought to be 
ordered to give security for the costs of an action. The plaintiff, a 
to be a residuary legatee under the will of a 
testator, who died in 1860, took out an originating summons by a next 
friend for the administration of the testator’s estate. In June, 1887, an 
order was made directing certain inquiries. In March, 1888, upon the 
application of the defendants, on evidence that the next friend was a per- 


married woman, claiming 


son of no means, a J., in chambers, ordered the plaintiff to give 
security for the costs of the action, and 
to take no further steps under the order for inquiries. The plaintiff ap- 
pealed, and it was contended on her behalf that now that a married 
woman is, by sub-section 2 of section 1 of the Married Women’s Prop- 
erty Act, 1882, rendered capable of suing ‘‘ in all respects as if she were 
a feme sole,’ she could not be required to give security for costs on the 
ground of poverty any more than a man ora feme sole. Re Isaac (30 Oh. D. 
418, 29 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 666) and Martano v. Mann (14 Ch. D. 419, 
24 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 505) were cited. 
Taz Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) uffirmed the order. 
Corron, L.J., said that, as the married woman was suing by a next 
friend, probably he would have been the proper person to give the 
security. But the order had not been objected to on that ground. If 
the plaintiff had sued alone she could not, as this court held in Re 
Isaac, have been required to give security for costs. But she had chosen 
to sue by a next friend, and, that being so, he only was liable for the 
costs of the action; her separate property, if she had any free from 
restraint on anticipation, could not be made available for costs. His 
lordship would not say whether it was — > make any order upon a 
summons brought in this form, but the plaintiff had not applied to have 
the summons amended. The next friend being a person of no substance 
it was right to require security for costs to be given. It was too late now 
to strike out the next friend and give the plaintiff the benefit of the pro- 
visions of the Act of 1882. Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oovunsst, 
McClymont ; Methold. Soxtcrrorns, Belfrage § Co. ; Hickin ¢ Foz. 


THE UNION ELECTRICAL POWER AND LIGHT OO. v. THE 
ELEOTRICAL POWER STORAGE 00.—No. 2, 18th April. 


Parent—Action To Restrain THREATS—DiscoveEry—Parricutars or On- 
JECTION—Patents, Desicns, AND Trapg-Manrxs Act, 1883, 8. 32. 

This was an ap from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 76). The 
action was brought, under section 32 of the Patents Act, 1883, to restrain 
the defendants from threatening the customers of the 

with legal proceedings in of electrical batteries manu- 
by the plaintiffs, which the defendants alleged to be infringements 


of certain patents of which they were the assignees, and under wi they 
also man electrical batteries. The plaintiffs, by their statement 
of claim, alleged that the defendants’ patents were invalid. On the 


lication of the defendants, an order was made in chambers that the 
tiffs should, within fourteen days, deliver to the defendants particu- 
plaintiffs alleged to have been 


in writing of the batteries which the 
the subject of threats by the defendants, and of the es which 
the plaintiffs alleged to have been caused to them by the defendants’ 


threats, and that, ‘‘upon the defendants giving to the plaintiffs, on 
oath, a list of the patents on which they intended to rely,” the plain- 
tiffs should, within three weeks after the giving of such list, deliver to the 
defendants particulars in writing of the objections which the plaintiffs 
proposed to make at the trial of the action to the validity of the patents 
appearing in the list. The defendants applied by mution to have the 
words above placed in inverted commas struck out of the order. North, 
J., held, on the authority of Wren v. Wield (4 Q. B. 213), that those words 
ey inserted in the order, except that the list need not be given 
on 


Tuz Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L JJ.) aifirmed the decision. 
Oorron, L.J., said that the defendants must state that they intended to 
rely in support of their threats on the ——— they specified in their 
list and on those only, and then the plaintiffs ought to amend their state- 
ment of claim so as to challenge the validity of thoee patents —. the 
defendants upon which they stated their intention to rely. x and 


Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, Moulton, Q.C., and J. C. Graham ; R. 
W. Wallace. Soxtcrrors, Renshaws ; Linklater ¢ Co. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re BERENS (DECEASED), BERENS ». BERENS—Chitty, J., 18th April. 
R. 8. O., 1883, XXV., 5—Dzctaration or Furure Rigot—RestRaint on 


at in the meantime she was 


q 
probably occur, and the court was loth to decide more than might 
n . Here, however, there was a 
the contin cy was almost in the presen’ 
his under the rule end hear the case. 
question, it was well established that in construing instruments con’ 
restraints on marriage, that if there was a gift of personalty, coupled 
a condition which was only tod ap and not a general restriction 
marriage, and therefore a ition allowable by law, but such ition 
was a condition subsequent, and there was no gift over in the event of the 
condition being broken—under such circumstances the court, by what 
was called an arbitrary rule, would treat the restriction as in terrorem and 
inoperative. That was the result of the authorities and, following them, 
he should hold that the condition in the present case was void.—Counsa1, 
Romer, Q.O., and D. L. Alexander ; Byrne, Q.0., and Bramwell Davies ; 
Mulligan. Souicrrors, J. H. Harvey Samuel ; Walter B. Styer ; Gatliff ¢ Son. 


Re WEIR’S ESTATE—Chitty, J., 17th April. 
REGISTRATION In Mrppiessx—Nortice—PrincirpaL AND AGENT. 


In this case a testatrix, who died in 1871, devised real estate in Middle- 
sex to trustees A +s trust for sale. The testatrix’s heir-at-law, having 
learnt that the had not been mortgaged the property to 
his brother in 1873 to secure a debt due to the latter in 1864, and in re- 
spect of which there had never been payment of principal or interest. The 
mortgage deed was prepared and registered by the heir-at-law himself. 
The trustees took possession of the property and received the rents. An 
administration action having been insti » the was sold under 
an order of the court in 1882, and then the mortgagee, FY urged by the 
mortgagor, gave notice of the m to the purchaser, und the ane 
money was paid into court. An application was now made to transfer the 
purchase-money to the account of the devisees under the will. The mort- 
gagee resisted the application on the ground that the will was not regis- 
tered under 7 Anne, c. 20. Jones v. Smith (1 Phil. 244), Leask v. Scott (2 
Q. B. D. 376), and Chadwick v. Turner (9 Ch. 310) were referred to. 
Curry, J., said that it was clear that if who claimed under the 
Act had notice of the will they could not set up the title of the heir-at- 
law. Here the heir-at-law had notice of the will. The had 
employed the heir-at-law in the transaction, or at least nobody 
else had been employed in it except the mortgagor, and the mortgagor 
had done acts which nobody else except an agent could do. Notice to an 
agent was notice to his principal, and was not constructive but actual 
notice. The mortgagee was, under the circumstances, affected with 
notice, and any claim on his part to the money in court failed. There 
would be an order as asked.—CounsEL, Romer, Q.0., and Gaselee; J. G. 
Wood; 8. Osler. Soricrrons, Peacock ¢ Goddard ; Field, Roscoe, $ Co. 


Re WORSWICK, ROBSON ». WORSWICK—North, J., 12th April. 


Discovery—Privitzecep Documsnt—SHorTHAND Weairer’s Norss or Evi- 
DENCE IN Former Action. 


The question in this case was whether a shorthand writer’s notes of the 
evidence taken in a former action between the defendants and another 
person were privileged from production. The testator in the present 
action had worked certain collieries, of which he held upon a lease 
from the trustees of a charity. The Snibstone Colliery Co. worked some 
other collieries which adjoined those of the testator, part of their collieries 
se apn be ao omy from the charity trustees. The action was 
for administration of the testator’s estate, and the charity trustees 
carried in a claim, as landlords, for damages resulting from the flooding 
craton llega os havo seeulsed tree the negligent and Lmproper working 
trustees to have roper 

of that part of the testator’s collieries which wee not leased to him by the 
trustees, which had caused water to flow into that part of the Snibstone 
Co.’s mines which was not leased by them from the trustees, whence it 
Spend the Say tele Slt SS Se a which was leased to 


i 


them by the trustees. lease by the trustees to the testator contained 
a covenant by him not to work any mines so that any adjoining or neigh- 
bouring mines bel to the trustees should be drowned or damaged. 
The Snibstone Co, formerly brought an action against the tes- 
tator’s —— ey (the ——— al wat action) , 
damages for the flooding ir mines by reason e 

of the testator’s mines. In the vourse of the trial of that action it was 
compromised. The charity trustees, in ———< their present claim, 
delivered in‘ of the ts, asking (inter alia) 
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what had taken place in court on the former trial, were not privileged 
{tom production [vide Nordon v. Defries (8 Q. B. D. 508), and Raw- 
stone v. Preston Corporation (30 Oh. D. 116)].—Covunsen, Napier Higgins, 
Q.C., and Nalder ; Everitt, Q.C., and Buteher. Sortcrrors, Collyer-Bristow 
§ Co. ; 0. J. Mander. 


Re FLETCHER, GILLINGS ». FLETCHER—North, J., 13th April. 
Lecacy—SatisFacTion—ADEMPTION. 


The question in this case was whether a legacy given by a testator to 
his wife had been satisfied or adeemed. The testator owed his wife a sum 
of £625, and by a codicil to his will he gave her a legacy of £625, but 
he made no express reference to the debt in the codicil. The debt had 
been discharged before he died, and he drew a pen through the gift of 
the legacy of £625. But he did not revoke the bequest, and it was 
admitted to probate. The question was whether the legacy had been 
adeemed by payment of the debt. It was contended, on behalf of the 
testator’s widow, that there could be no satisfaction of a debt which did 
not exist, and that there could not be an ademption in favour of the 
estate of a person who did not stand in /oco parentis to the legatee, unless 
there was something on the face of the will shewing the purpose for which 
the legacy was given and that purpose had failed. 

Norn, J., held that, when the presumption in favour of satisfaction 

ad been raised, as it was raised in this case, by the testator giving the 
exact amount of the debt, the effect was the same as if he had inserted 
— words in the codicil that the legacy was given in payment of the 
debt. He held, therefore, that the discharge of the debt had adeemed 
the legacy.—Counszt, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ashton Cross ; Cookson- 
Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and F. Thompson; William F. Hamilton. Souicrrors, 
Speechiy, Mumford, § Co.; Helder § Roberts. 


Re THE HOMER DISTRICT CONSULIDATED GOLD MINES CO.— 
North, J., 18th April. 


Company—RectiricaTION oF ReGistER OF SHAREHOLDERS — IRREGULAR 
ALLoTMENT or SHargs—Companres Act, 1862, 8. 35. 


This was a summons by three persons, whose names were entered in the 
register of shareholders of the company, to have the register rectified by 
removing their names from the list, and claiming also a return of the 
deposit of 5s. a share which they had paid on application for the shares. 
One of the grounds of the application was that the allotment was made 
under such circumstances of irregularity that it was utterly void. The 
directors of the comneny wate five in number, Messrs. Duncan, Simpson, 
Witt, O’Connor, and Halkett. The articles of association provided that 
two directors should be a quorum, The allotment took place on December 
1, 1886. At that time caalenines had been made to the company for the 

roposed issue of shares to the extent of less than 3,000. Ths lipselen 
ad previously a resolution, which was entered on the minutes of 
the company, that no shares should be allotted till applications for 14,000 
shares should have been made. That resolution had been passed about 
three weeks previously. Duncan, one of the directors who had wished to 
oaeene the allotment till such a number of applications had been made, 
since eee to America. Of the other directors, Simpson and Witt 
had also been opposed to the issue of shares unless such a number of 
shares were applied for. On the morning of December 1 O’Connor and 
Halkett were at the offices of the company, and, having before them a 
letter from the stockbroker of the company to the effect that it was very 
cages that an immediate allotment should be made, they sent letters 
to Simpson and Witt summoning them to a meeting of the board held at 
2 o’clock on the same day, but not stating the purpose for which the 
meeting was to be held. Duncan being away could not be summoned. 
Witt did not see his notice till the next day. Simpson received his 
notice; he sent an answer that he could not attend till 3 o’clock. Not- 
withstanding this O’Connor and Halkett met at 2 o’clock and passed a 
resolution purporting to rescind the previous resolution not to allot shares 
till 14,000 were applied for, and a resolution to allot those which had been 
— ~ and they proceeded to allot shares to, among others, the three 
applicants. 

ey J., held that the applicants were entitled to have their names 
removed and to have their — returned. He was of opinion that the 
—_—et on the Ist of mber were utterly irregular and void.— 

UNSEL, G. 7. Millar; C. E, E. Jenkins. Soxtcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, ¢ 
Co. ; M. Abrahams, Son, § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
FARMER +. LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
1ith April. 


Lraniiity oF Ramway Company To Maxze Goop Dericrency m Poor 
Ratz unpzr Szcrion 133 or tHe Lanps Cravsss Consourpation Act, 
1845—Borovexn Ratrs—Oovunry Rare. 


This was a special case stated in an action, in which the plaintiffs, the 
overseers of the township of Salford, claimed from the defendant railway 
company the payment of a sum of money to make good the deficiency in 
& poor rate payable in respect of lands taken by the company under their 

Act, with which the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, was 
incorporated. Section 133 of the Lands Clauses Act enacts that if the 
oters become of any lands charged with the land tex or 
1able to be assessed to the poor’s rate, they shall from time to time, until 


the works shall be completed and assessed to such land tax or poor’s rate, 


tax or poor’s rate by reason of such lands ha been taken or used for 
the purposes of the works. The township of Salford is situate within the 
borough of Salford, and therefore liable to contribute to the borou 
rate; and it is also within the county of Lancaster, and therefore liable 
to contribute to the county rate. e question was whether the poor 
rate in the above section included borough rate and county rate. On 
behalf of the plaintiffs it was pointed out that, under section 145 of the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, they were bound to pay the contribu- 
tion of the . to the borough rate out of the poor rate; and under 
section 26 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 81 the county rate was to be collected by 
the overseers, and the only fund out of which the overseers could get the 
money was the poor rate. On the part of the defendants it was argued 
that section 133 of the Lands Clauses Act ought to be construed according 
to the intention of the Legislature in 1845. At that time borough rates 
and county rates existed, and were well known, and were quite distinct 
from the poor rate; and section 133 imposed on the railway company a 
liability to make good two things ry Psa the land tax and the poor 
rate. The county rate was im y the justices, and 15 & 16 Vict. c. 
81, on which the other side relied, did not eay that it was to come out of 
the poor rate. As to the borough rate, by section 146 of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882, it might, in the case of a divided parish, be 
asseesed and levied as a separate rate. 

Tue Covrr (Fretp and Wits, JJ.) gave os for the plaintiffs, 
They considered that the et both in the borough rate and in the 
county rate was a deficiency in the assessment to the poor rate within 
the meaning of section 133 of the Lands Olauses Act. As to the borough 
rate, the Municipal a Act, 1882, s. 145, expressly provided, in 
the case of an undivided parish, as Salford was, that the borough rate 
should be paid out of the poor rate. As to the county rate, the case was 
not quite so clear; but 15 & 16 Vict. c. 81 seemed to shew that it was the 
intention of the Legislature that the county rate should come out of the 
poor rate.—CounsEL, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Howland Roberts ; Bosanquet, 
Q.0., and Moon. Soxicrrors, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, ¢ Griffiths, for 
Brett § Barclay, Manchester ; C. H. Mason. 





HIGH COURT.—PROBATE, &c., DIVISION. 
BIGWOOD v. BIGWOOD—13th April. 


Drvorce—DEsERTION—RESTITUTION OF ConsUGAL RigHTs—NON-COMPLIANCE 
with Dscree—Previovs ADULTERY OF RESPONDENT — MATRIMONIAL 
Causgs Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 68), s. 5. 


This case raised a novel question under the Matrimonial Oauses Act, 
1884, section 5 of which provides that, ‘‘if the respondent shall fail to 
comply with a decree of the court for restitution of conjugal rights, such 
respondent shall thereupon be deemed to have been guilty of desertion 
without reasonable cause, and a suit for judicial separation may be forth- 
with instituted, and a sentence of judicial separation may be pronounced, 
although the period of two years may not have elapsed since the failure to 
comply with the decree for restitution of -conj rights, and when any 
husband who has been guilty of desertion by failure on his part to comply 
with a decree for restitution of conjugal rights has also been guilty of 
adultery, the wife may forthwith present a petition for dissolution of her 
marriage, and the court may pronounce a decree nisi for the dissolution of 
the marriage on the grounds of adultery coupled with desertion.’’ In the 
present case a wife had obtained a decree for restitution of conjugal rights, 
which decree was not complied with, whereupon the wife brought the 
present suit for a dissolution of marriage on the ground of the respond- 
ent’s adultery, coupled with desertion. The respondent did not appear. 
The adultery proved was committed before the date of the decree for 
restitution of conjugal rights. 

Hannen, P., said that section 5 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1884, 
appeared to put the desertion which arose out of non-compliance with a 
decree for restitution of conjugal rights on the same footing as desertion 
for two years, with all its consequences, and that therefore such non-com- 
pliance would be a ground for dissolving the marriage if it was coupled 
with adultery on the part of the husband, whether such adultery was 
committed before or after the decree for restitution. He therefore pro- 
nounced a decree nisi dissolving the marriage.—CovunssL, 0. A. Middleton. 
Soxrcrrors, Piesse ¢ Son. 


SKINNER v. SKINNER—13th April. 


InFANT—GUARDIANSHIP—ADULTERY AND OrnvugitTy oF Fatusn—Drvorce— 
GuagpiansuHiP or Inrants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vicr. c. 27), s. 7. 


This was a wife’s suit for a dissolution of her marriage on the ground of 
her husband’s cruelty and adultery, and was tried before the President of 
the Division without a jury. The respondent was co-respondent in the 
suit of Wilkinson v. Wilkinson and Skinner, which was tried at the same 
time, there being no appearance in either case. The respondent had on 
several occasions communicated a venereal disease to the petitioner, which 
was the cruelty relied upon. Notice had been served upon the respondent 
that at the ee ne ee under 
section 7 of the ip of Infants Act, 1886, that the respondent, 
by reason of his misconduct, was an unfit person to have the custody of 
his children. 

Hannen, P., held that the respondent’s adultery and cruelty had been 
proved, and he therefore pronounced a decree nisi dissolving the marriage, 
and gue the petitioner the custody of the children of the marriage. 
Although In some cases serious questions might arise under section 7 of 
of Infants Act, 1886, he felt no hesitation in the present 
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nt me the custody and guardianship of his children in the event of his | a fraudulent preference, was void. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the case 
ie death.—Counset, H. B. Deane. Sotrcrrors, Kingsford, Dorman, | came directly within the authority of Re Cross (4 De G. & 8. 364 note), in 
which Mr. Commissioner Fane said :—*‘ It is a universal rule that a fraud- 


Candler, § Moore. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Re NORRIS, Ez parte REYNOLDS—C. A. No. 1, 13th April. 


BanxeupTcy—JvuRispiction—Dsgstor ‘‘Orpinarity Resmpinc 1x Ena- 
LAND ’’—Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 6. 

The question in this case was whether the Oourt of Bankruptcy had 
jurisdiction to make a receiving order st a debtor. Section 6 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that ‘‘ a creditor shall not be entitled 
to present a bankruptcy petition against a debtor unless (inter alia) (d) 
the debtor is domiciled in England, or, within a year before the date of 
the presentation of the petition, has ig fee or had a dwelling- 
house or place of business in England.’ In the present case the debtor 
was an American citizen. He was a financial agent, and his wife and 
family resided at Brussels. On the 10th of November, 1886, he took a 
room at a hotel in London, which he had paid for ever since, and in his 
letters he gave the hotel as his address. He went backwards and forwards 
to Brussels and other places. The question was whether he had “ ordi- 
narily resided’? in England. Mr. Registrar Hazlitt held that he had not, 
and refused to make a receiving order against him. 

Tur Court or Apprgat (Lord Hatssury, L.C., Lord Esuer, M.R., and 
Bowen, L.J.) reversed the decision. Lord Hatssvry, L.C., said that the 
registrar seemed to have thought that a man could not have an pees | 
residence in Brussels and also an ordinary residence in London. He coul 
not agree in that view. In his opinion it was clear that, within a year 
before the date of the presentation of the tion, the debtor had 
ordinerily resided in England. It was a question of fact and of degree 
in each case. A man who went to a hotel in the ordinary way could not 
be said to reside there. But the debtor had for more than a year had a 
room at the hotel, and had paid for it whether he was there or not, and 
he was treated by the hotel keeper as resident there. Looking at all the 
facts, his lordship was of opinion that the debtor had been ordinarily 
resident in England within the prescribed time. Lord Esuer, M.R., 
doubted whether a man who was merely staying at a hotel in the ordinary 
way, even for a considerable time, could be said to be ordinarily residing 
there. But a man who took lodgings of which he had the exclusive use 
would be properly said to reside in those lodgings. Here the debtor took 
a room at the hotel and used it as if it were a lodging ; he was constantly 
there; and had ordinarily resided there. Bowsgn, L.J., concurred.— 
CounsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Hilbery ; H. Reed. Soxtcrtors, F. W. 
¢ H. Hilbery ; A’ Beckett, Terrell, ¢ Co. 


Re HARVEY, Ez parte PHILLIPS—CO. A. No. 1, 13th April. 


Bankruptcy Petrr1on—Recetvine OnpER—OoMPOSITION ARRANGEMENT WITH 
Crepirors—FRavup —Srcret BARGAIN WITH ONE CREDITOR. 


The question in this case was whether a creditor who had been party 
to an arrangement between a debtor and his creditors, but who had made 
a secret bargain with the debtor for a payment to himself in excess of 
the composition, was, on the failure of the debtor to pay the composition, 
entitled to present a fat ona~ er petition against him in of the 
0 debt. The composi —— upon was 2s. 6d. in the pound, 
which was to be paid in t ments. The terms were embodied in 
a deed which provided that, in consideration of the payment of the com- 
position, the creditors severally —— it in full satisfaction and dis- 
charge of their respective debts, and did thereby release unto the debtor 
all actions, debts, and demands which they severally had, or at any time 
theretofore had against him. And it was that, if default should 
be made in payment of the composition, the deed should become null and 
void, and the creditors should not be bound by any of the covenants con- 
tained in it. One of the creditors ed the Aun | on condition of a sum 
in excess of the composition being paid to him by the debtor, and the sum so 
agreed on was in part on his signing the deed. A bill was given for the 
remainder of the payment, but this bill was dishonoured at maturity. The 
debtor failed to pay the composition, und the creditor claimed to treat 
the deed as void, an Dany a bankruptcy petition in respect of his 
original debt. Mr. Registrar Brougham refused to make a receiving 
order, on the ground that the petitioner had committed a fraud on the 
other creditors. 

Tus Court (Lord Hatssuny, C., Lord Esxzr, M.R., and Bowen, L.J.) 
affirmed the decision. Lord Haussury, O. his ap of the 
decisions in Ez parte Oliver (4 De G. & 8, 354) and Mallalew v. Hodgson 
(16 Q. B. 689), the effect of which was that a creditor who had acceded to 
& composition deed upon the terms of receiving an additional secret pay- 
ment had commi a fraud on the other creditors, and was bound | 
the release of the debtor contained in the deed, even though the debtor 
failed to pay the composition. Those decisions were not only morally 
right, but were founded on very sound law. In Sheppard’s 
(p. 182) it was laid down that, in the case of an illegal condition subse- 
am, ** the condition only is void, and the estate = and absolute.”’ 

debtor’ 


‘he real m of the com on deed was that estate 
was to be divided among his creditors in proportion ¢0 the ssmauinis of thets 
debte. The real bargain with one creditor was that he should release his 


debt on being paid a larger 


than any of the other credito: 
Would get. It could not be Y, in 


uted that, if that 


had 
the deed, it would have been an illegal condition, and it make 


ulent deed, though operative against the fraudulent party to it, is not 
operative for him, and therefore confers on him no rights whatever. 
. . + Inmyopinion, Gibbons, in endeavouring to overreach the other 
creditors, has only overreached himself, for he has ceased to be a creditor 
of the bankrupt for any sum whatever; he is not a creditor for the 
£1,600, for he released the demand ; nor is he for the £800 (the agreed 
composition), because no right accrues under a fraudulent deed in favour 
of the fraudulent concoctor.” In the present case there was a condition 
subsequent that, if the debtor paid the instalments of the composition, 
each of the creditors was to be bound by the deed. In the case of this 
one creditor the condition was a fraudulent one, because he made it with 
the intent to deceive all the other creditors. The result was that the re- 
lease of his debt was absolute, and the condition was void. The man who 
attempted to commit a fraud lost both his original debt and the composi- 
tion. The court would not in any by! assist a fraud. Bowen, L.J., con- 
curred.—CovunsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.0., and R. G. Glenn ; Sidney Woolf. 
Soxrcrrors, Young ¢ Sons ; Snell, Son, ¢ Greenip. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re HASTIE & CRAWFURD—North, J., 13th April. 


Sortcrror—REMUNERATION—LBASE—LEASE PARTLY IN OONSIDERATION OF 
Premium—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Orver, Avovst, 1882, Scuepute L., 
Part ILI., r. 5. 


In this case a question arose as to the right of the solicitors of a lessor, 
in the case of a lease made y in consideration of a premium, to 
remuneration in accordance with rule 5 in Part II. of Schedule I. to the 
Remuneration Order of 1882. Rule 5 provides, ‘‘ Where a conveyance or 
lease is partly in consideration of a money payment or premium, and partly 
of a rent, then, in addition to the remuneration hereby prescribed in 
respect of the rent, there shall be paid a further sum equa! to the re- 
muneration on a purchase at a price equal to such money payment 
or premium.” The solicitors were employed by the tenant for life 
of an estate in Ireland to prepare for them a lease of 
ayy for twenty-one years to a company called the Andree 
yster Fishery Co. The reddendum of the lease was, “ Yielding 
and paying to the lessor, his heirs, successors, and assigns, 
yearly rent of £80, and also yielding and paying to the lessor, his heirs, 
successors, and assigns, the profits accruing on an issue to him, or to 
proper parties on his behalf, of 200 shares of the nominal valae of £10 
Sade. such shares to be allotted and issued to the lessor, or to such es 
as aforesaid, as fully paid at the time of allotment. And also Zz 
and paying unto the lessor, his heirs, successors, and assigns, the ts 
accruing on a further issue as aforesaid of 200 shares of the nominal value 
of £10 each, such last-mentioned shares to be allotted and issued to the 
lessor, or to proper parties on his behalf, as fully paid only as and when 
whe woes i dead P cod ary or any part 
upon the y-paid shares in the proportion of two fully-paid shares 
of £10 for each 1s. pe eon oe the said partially-paid 
shares. The first 200 shares had been allotted to ans 
for life; the other 200 had not been allotted. In the bill of Se 
delivered by the solicitors to the lessor they claimed £40 as the 
scale fee for dedu title, perusing and completing deed, as 
upon a mong of £4,000 in shares—viz., ope and a half per 
cent.. (£15) on the first £1,000; one per cent. (£20) on 
the second and third £1,000; and one-half per cent. (£5) on te 
fouth £1,000. The master held that the scale fee could not 
charged in such a case. his answers to the solicitor’s objections to the 
taxation he said :—‘‘ Remuneration by scale is not, as it a to me, 
the proper mode of remuneration for the preparation of the lease in ques- 
tion, as the lease does not afford a basis for the assessment of a scale fee, a 
remium, the value of which cannot be estimated (the shares in the 
ishery Co. not having, and never having had, a marketable value), havin 
been given for the lease in addition to the rent reserved by it.” e soli- 
citors took out a summons to review the taxation, and the matter was 
taken up by the Incorporated Law Society, th being of opinion that 
a puendeen in fully-paid shares carried the scale fee calculated on the 
nominal value of the shares. Reliance was placed on the fact that, for 
the ) ree of stamp duty on the lease, the shares had to be taken as 
worth their nominal value, 
Norrs, J., affirmed the view of the taxing master, and dismissed the 
summons. He was of opinion that, under the circumstances of the case, 
it was impossible to estimate the value of the shares, and that there was 
no premium to which rule 5 could apply.—Oounss1, Cozens-Hardy, Q.O., 
and Swinfen Eady; Bramwell Davis. Souicrtons, Hastie ¢ Crawfurd ; 
H. C. Barker. 


MUNTON v. LORD TRURO—14th April. 
Mippizsex Recisrry—Dezxp or EnrRANCHISEMENT OF CopyYHOLD. 


This was the hearing of certain proceedings in mandamus, which have 
already been reported in an earlier stage (see 31 Soxrcrrons’ Jovan. 


‘AL, 
. 645). On the 13th of May, 1887, the prosecutor, Mr. F. K. Munton, 
Fitended at the Middlesex Registry for the p of a 
spmanaiel of an, Sutentnes, Ooaes Se Sh ae » in with 
the Middlesex Act (7 Anne, c. 20). indenture was a deed 





difference that it was a secret agreement. The result was that the release 
remained absolute, and the condition alone, which created 


ot the debt 


whereby the Duke of Northumberland 
Isleworth 


of enfranchisement of copy 
appointed that a piece of cop land, part of the Manor of 
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Sion, should go and be to the use of George Bohn and Francis Kerridge 
Munton, their heirs and assigns, as freehold and absolutely enfranchised 
and discharged from the copyhold tenure thereof. Lord Truro, the 
Registrar of Deeds in Middlesex, refused to register the said memorial. 
Mr. Munton thereupon applied.for and obtained a rule nisi for a writ of 
mandamus commanding Lord Truro to receive and register the said 
memorial ; and on the 20th of July, 1887, a divisional court (Stephen and 
Wills, JJ.), after hearing the grounds on which Lord Truro refused to 
register the memorial, ordered that the rule should be made absolute. 
The two grounds on which the court so decided were—first, that the 
attestation of the memorial might properly take place before a London 
commissioner for administering oaths ; and, secondly, that section 5 of the 
Middlesex Registry Act was sufficiently complied with if one of the 
attesting witnesses to the memorial were one of the attesting witnesses 
to the execution of the deed by the grantee. A writ of mandamus 
accerdingly issued, dated the 9th of August, 1887. To this writ 
Lord Truro made a return, in which, besides setting up the matters 
which had already been decided in favour of the prosecutor, he 
further set up that ‘‘the said land and ground mentioned in the said 
memorial were, at the time of the execution of the said indenture, dated 
the 8th of July, 1885, copyhold land and ground held of the Manor of 
Sion’ ; and ‘‘ that the said deed and conveyance was, before the said deed 
was brought into the said office for registration, duly recorded in the 
court rolls of the said manor.’”? To this return Mr. Munton delivered a 
reply, in which (inter alia) he admitted that the said land and ground 
were before and until the execution of the said indenture copyhold land 
and ground of the Manor of Isleworth Sion, but he said that the said 
indenture was not a conveyance of the said copyhold land and ground, 
but a conveyance of the fee simple thereof by way of enfranchisement. 
Section 1 of the Middlesex Registry Act provides for the registration of a 
memorial of all deeds and conveyances whereby (inter alia) manors may 

affected in law or equity. Section 17 provides that the Act shall not 
extend to any copyhold estates. 

Tue Covrtr (Lord Coreriner, O.J., and Maruew, J.), without giving 
any opinion on the two points which had already been determined in a 
divisional court, gave judgment in favour of the prosecutor, on the 
ground that the deed was clearly one which affected a manor, and there- 
fore required to be registered —Counset, Reid, Q.C., and Murray; 
Channell, Q.C., and Trevelyan. Soxicrrors, Munton & Morris ; Wainwright 
§ Baillie, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE APRIL FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The final examination is proceeding as we write. The subjects are 
being taken in the same order as at the January examination. The con- 
veyancing paper, consisting of fifteen questions, is an easy one, and 
students have nothing to complain about. Six of the questions deal 
with points in those important conveyancing statutes to which we drew 
the students’ attention last January, the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 and 
1882, the Settled Land Act, 1882, and the Married Women’s Property 
Act. 

The remaining questions were on ordinary matters, to be found in 

illiams’ Real and Personal Property or Prideaux’s Dissertations. We 
consider that the questions were excellently framed, but a question in- 
volving the answer ‘‘yes” or ‘‘no’’ should be avoided—‘‘ Is it (i.¢., achosein 
action) within the definition of property contained in the Conveyancing 
Acts of 1881 and 1882?” though it should be noted that it only forms 

of the question. 

The equity paper will doubtless cause some trouble to those who, being 
articled in the country, have not taken full advantage of thoroughly 
seeing the practice in the town agent’s office, as six of the questions deal 
with chancery practice. Why is a receiver so popular with the equity 
examiner at the society’s hall ? Two separate questions are devoted to his 
functions, and this is often observable. The paper is a fairly searching 
one, and presents a favourable contrast to those set some few examina- 
tions back, which were almost entirely on the first 200 pages of Snell, as 
now, in addition to practice, election, partnership, specific performance, 
and injunctions share part of the field with trusts. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
NATIONAL DEBT (CONVERSION) ACT, 1888. 
New £3 Per Cent. ANNUITIES. 

(Payment of Dissentients.) 


The Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice, 
that all holders of New £3 Per Cent. Annuities (whether inscribed or in 
stock certificates to bearer) who have, on or before the 12th of April, 
1888, signified their dissent from the conversion of the said annuities 
under the provisions of the National Debt (Conversion) Act, 1888, and 
who did not signify such dissent in time to be included in the notice for 
repayment on the 5th of April, 1888, contained in the London Gazette of 
the 29th of March, 1888, will be paid off at the rate of £100 sterling for 
every £100 of the capital sums of the said annuities in respect of which 
such dissent has been signified ; and that such payment will be made at 


the Bank of Engiand or the Bank of Ireland, as the case may be, on and 


tionate part of interest accrued since the 5th of April, 1888, which was 
the last date for the payment of dividends on the said annuities; but all 
interest on such stock will cease and determine on the 20th of April, 
1888. 


Treasury Chambers, April 17, 1888.—London Gazette. 


Consots on Repucep £3 pgr cent. Stock sTANDING IN Name OF OFFICIAL 
Trustees OF CHARITABLE FUNDs. 


Notice is hereby given that, in pursuance of the provisions of the 
National Debt (Conversion) Act, 1888, the Lords Commissioners of Her 
Majesty’s T'reasury have made the following regulations, whereby the 
Charity Commissioners for England and Wales may, on behalf of trustees or 
persous acting in the administration of a charity to which Consolidated £3 
per cent. Stock or Reduced £3 per cent. Stock, standing in the name of the 
Official Trustees of Charitable Funds, belongs, consent to the exc e of 
such Stock for new Stock created under the said Act, unless dissent from 
pe exchange is signified within the time and in the manner hereinafter 
fixed—viz. : 
1. Trustees or persons acting in the administration of a charity to which 
any Consols or Reduced £3 per Cents., standing in the name of the Official 
Trustees, belong, who desire to dissent from the exchange of such Stock, 
must signify their dissent to the Charity Commissioners for England and 
Wales (Whitehall, London) not later than the 3lst May, 1888. 
2. Where no such dissent is signified, the said Charity Commissioners 
may consent to such exchange on behalf of the said trustees or per- 
sons. 
3. The dissent of the said trustees or persons, if unincorporated, 
must be signified either—(e) by writing under the hands of a majority 
of the said trustees or persons; or (6) by writing signed by any per- 
son authorized in that behalf by a resolution passed by a majority of 
such trustees or persons who are present at a meeting of their body duly 
constituted, and who vote on the question. 

4. The dissent of the said trustees or persons, if incorporated, must be 
signified in writing under the common seal of the corporate body. 

Treasury Chambers, April 7, 1888.—London Gazette, April 13. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Tuuagstan Grorce Dats, solicitor, of Lincoln, died suddenly on the 
30th ult., in his 71st year. Mr. Dale was born in 1817. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1843, and he had since conducted an extensive practice at 
Lincoln. He was a perpetual commissioner for Lincolnshire and the city 
of Lincoln, and he held several local appointments. In 1866 he was 
appointed clerk of the peace for the city of Lincoln, which office he held 


until his death, and on the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, he was 


appointed official receiver in bankruptcy for the Lincoln and Boston Dis- 
trict. He was also clerk to the Lincoln Burial Board, to the Commissioners 
of Land Tax, to the Governors of Christ’s Hospital, Lincoln, and- the 
Trustees of the City Charities, and treasurer to the Corporetion of Lincoln. 
Mr. Dale was buried on the 4th inst. He leaves a widow and two sons. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Cuarer, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Chater & 
Welchman), of Lowestoft, died very suddenly on the 3rdinst Mr. Chater 
was born in 1821. He was admitted a solicitor in 1851, and three or four 
years later he settled at Lowestoft, where he had an extensive business, 
being a notary public and a perpetual commissioner for Norfolk and Suffolk. 
In 1860 he was appointed registrar of the Lowestoft County Court (Circuit 
No. 33), and he held that office until his death. He was also district 
registrar under the Judicature Acts, and clerk to the Lowestoft Burial 
Board. He was formerly in partnership with Mr. William Vince Barnard, 
and more recently with Mr. Frederick Robert Welchman, Mr. Chater 
was for several years churchwarden of St. Margaret’s parish. He was 
buried at Oulton on the 7th inst. 


Mr. Artuur Henry Turner (of the firm of Turner & Chanter), of 
Wotton-under-Edge, died on the 2nd inet. Mr. Turner was admitted a 
solicitor in 1869, and he had an extensive practice at Wotton-under- Edge, 
where he was in partnership with Mr. Arthur Henry Chanter. He was a 
5 eg commissioner for Gloucestershire, and he was clerk to the 

otton-under-Edge Highway Board, to the governors of the Wotton- 
under-Edge Grammar School, and to the Charity Trustees. Mr. Turner 
was for several years churchwarden of Wotton-under-Edge. He leaves a 
widow and four daughters. 


Mr. Asa Joungs Evans, solicitor, of Cardigan, died on the 3lst ult., at 
the age of seventy-eight. Mr. Evans was born in 1809. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1853, and he was in partnership with Mr. Ivor Evans, who is 
coroner for the Upper Division of Pembrokeshire. Mr. Evans was 4 
perpetual commissioner for Cardiganshire. He had been twice mayor of 
Uardigan, and he was a magistrate and an alderman for the borough. He 
was buried on the 5th inst. 


Mr. Russert Brooxe Rozgrrson, barrister, O.M.G., died suddenly at 
Yokohama, Japan, on the 10th inst. Mr. Robertson was the only son of 
Sir Brooke Robertson, C.B., late Consul-General at Shanghai, and was 
born in 1839. In 1860 he became a student interpreter in Japan, and he 
was a Vice-Consul at Yeddo in 1870, and Consul in 1871. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in May, 1881. Mr. Robertson 





after the 20th of April, 1888. The payment will include the propor- 


hg HY inted British Consul at Yokohama and assistant judge for Japan 
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and a few months ago he was created a Companion of the Order of St. 
Michael and St. George. 

Mr. Joun Bury Dasznt, barrister, many years a judge of co 
courts, died at 15, Warwick-road on the 7th inst., tn he hty-secon 
year. Mr. Dasent was the eldest son of Mc. John Roche t, At- 
torney-General of St. Vincent, and he was brother to Sir George Webbe 
Dasent. He was born in 1806, and he was educated at Westminster and 
at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated in the first class of the 
Civil Law Tripos in 1828. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1833, and he former] — on the Norfolk 
Circuit. In 1858 he was appointed by Lord Che lord to the judgeship 
of the Bow and Shoreditch County Courts (Circuit No. 40), and he 
that post till 1884, when he re on @ pension. Mr. Dasent had been 
for several years a widower. 


Mr. Marcus Lovts, solicitor, of Ruthin, Rhyl, and Corwen, died at 
Corwen on the 8th inst., from paralysis, after a short illness. Mr. Louis 
was admitted a solicitor in 1855, and for more than thirty years he had con- 
ducted an extensive practice at Ruthin, Rhyl, and Corwen. He was formerly 
in partnership with Mr. William Osbert Edwards. He was a member of 
the Ruthin Town Council, and he had been several times mayor of that 
borovgh. Mr. Louis was a perpetual commissioner for Merionethshire, 
Denbighshire, and Flintshire, and he had recently acted as solicitor to the 
Welsh Clergy Defence Association. 


Mr. Joun Norman, solicitor, of Oarlisle, died on the 11th inst. Mr 
Norman was the son of Mr. William Norman, solicitor, of Carlisle, and 
was born in 1817. He served his articles with the late Mr. William 
Nanson, of Carlisle, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1839. He had an 
extensive practice, and he was formerly clerk to the Carlisle and other 
turnpike road trusts. Mr. Norman was a widower. He leaves two sons 
and three daughters. He was buried at Kirkandrew on the 14th inst. 





APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Aveustvs Mrrams, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Mint for Derbyshire, in succession to Mr. Horace Smith, 
who has been appointed a sti fee goes for the metropolis. Mr. 
Mirams is the third son of Mr. Ed Mirams, solicitor, of New-inn, 
and was born in 1851. He was educated at King’s College, London, and 
at Christ’s College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1874, and he practises on the Midland Circuit 
and at the Derbyshire Sessions. 


Mr. CLement Kinxtocx Oooxs, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to ey , fi yon By wena D saunas rae 
White Bros, who has mM appo' a 8 iary ate for the 
metropolis. Mr. Cooke is the only son of Mr. Robert Whall Cooke, and 
was born in 1854. He was educated at St. John’s College, epee y 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 1883, and he 
practises on the Oxford Circuit aud at the Berkshire and Windsor 
Sessions 


Mr. Kennetu Avoeustvus Murr Macxenzig, Q.C., Permanent Secretary to 
the Lord Chancellor, has been appointed a Magistrate for the County of 
Sussex. 

Mr. Davip Tuomas Writs, solicitor, of Leighton Buzzard, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Bedfordshire (Mr. Theodore Harris) to 
be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Willis was 
admitted a solicitor in 1870. 

Mr. Joun Basetzy Tooxe Haxzs, solicitor (of the firm of Hansells & 
Hales), of Norwich, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Norfolk 
(Major Michael Stocks), to be Under-Sheriff for that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Hales was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Wi114m Harry Nasu, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
the borough of Abingdon, in succession to Mr. James Reader White 
Bros, who has been appointed a stipen istrate for the metro- 
polis. Mr. Nash is the third son of Mr. John Nash, of Langley, Buck- 
inghamshire, and was born in 1856. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1874, and he practises on the Oxford 
Circuit. 


Mr. Victor ALexanpER Wrtwramson, barrister, O.M.G., has been 

a omy wo! to the Royal Commission on the a Board 

orks. Mr. Williamson is the fourth son of the late Sir Hedsworth 
Williamson, Bart., and was born in 1838. He was educated at West- 
minster and at Christ Church, Oxford. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1865, and he is a member of the 
North-Eastern Curcuit. He acted as a commissioner to inquire into the 
treatment of Indian Immigrants in Mauritius, and in 1882 he was created 
& companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. 

Mr. James Hunter Ryuey, solicitor, of Carlisle and Silloth, has been 
sect Solicitor to the Oarlisle and District Self-Help Permanent 
Building Society. Mr. Hunter was admitted a solicitor in 1883. 

Mr. Epwarp Percy Datron, solicitor, of Linvoln, has been appoiated 
Clerk and Receiver to the trustees of St. Mark’s Parishes in 
succession to the late Mr. Thurstan George Dale. Mr. Dalton was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1877. 

Mr. Ronert Tornzee, solicitor (of the firm of Toynbee, Larken, & 
Toynbee), of Lincoln and Wragby, has a) Clerk to the 
Commissioners of Land Tax for the Lincoln Division in succession to the 
ge Thurstan George Dale. Dect meee See 





Mr. Joun Gzones Wii11ams, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been appointed 
Olerk, Receiver, and Treasurer, of Christ's Hospital, Lincoln, in sucoession 
po a her cna Reertethetae Mr. was admitted a 
80 r 4 


Mr. Gzorcz Cuartes Parriarncue Prxe, solicitor, of Gloucester, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in , 
Court of Judicature. ae ae 


Mr. Groncre Annasxey, solicitor, of St. Albans, has been appointed 
Registrar of the St. Alban’s County Court (Circuit No. 37) in succession 
to Mr. Newton Edwards, q . Annesley was admitted a 
solicitor in 1849. 


Mr. Tinpat Arruur Parson, barrister, has been ted to act as 

Receiver of the p Cone 5 ee comageed nape) . Pearson is the 

“ ur Pearson, rector gfield, Essex, and 

was born in 1847. He was educated at Teas Os lege, Cambridge. He 

was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Term, 1872, and he is 
one of the official reporters in the High Court at Calcutta. 


Mr. M. Oooxson CrackantHorrE, Q.C., has been appointed one of the 
Deputy Lieutenants for the county of Westmoreland. 


Mr. Freperick R. Waicuman, solicitor (of the firm of Chater & 
Welchman), has been appointed a District Registrar of the High Court of 
Justice in the Lowestoft in succession to the late Mr. William 
Chater, deceased. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
Disso.vutions. 


Epwarp Wrt11aM Parxes and Wii11am Gover Attn (Parkes & Allen), 
3, Salter’s Hall-court, Cannon-street, London, solicitors. April 12. 
(Gazette, April 13. 
Wirrep [vannor Tuomas and Joun Epuunp Hoorsr (Finney, Thomas, 
& —— 33, Chancery-lane, solicitors. The business will be carried on 
by W Ivanhoe Thomas and James Olarke under the style or firm 


of Finney, Thomas, & Oo. January 7. (Gazette, April 17. 


In a case of Yockney v. Llewellyn and Flower, tried ore Mr. Baron 
Huddleston on the 17th inst., the sane’ tuaee the 
copy of the pleadings which had been 
lea as was referred to by counsel. Mr. Finlay, Q.0., said that there had 

an amendment in the defence since the cause had been entered 

for trial, and no doubt the amendment should have been duly filed. Mr. 
Lumley Smith, Q.C., who for the defendants, said they had 
given the plaintiff notice of their amendment, and it was his duty to 
ve filed the amended pleadings. Mr. Baron Huddleston said it was 
really too bad for officers of the court to be so careless. He was sorry to 
say that there was a t deal too much laxity in these matters, and 
notice must be taken of it. His lordship then referredto the R. 8. C., 
a, oe 2 Seceaiillls cnt axes en _— fem ne lt 
cause to pay or any of the es such coste 
crhe thike St to Soand = Am it cameene tah the Ghh eianeb oon 
veniently proceed by reason of any such solicitor a omitted to 


deliver an n for the use of the court or judge. ae = | 
read the J ie lam gutep peowrses *. ss that the amend 
necessary to have 

tho doy out of his own pocket. Ultimately, h the judge 
e out o own , however, 

agreed to proceed with the caso, but he sad it must be distinctly under- 
stood, he wished it to be generally known, that in future he would 
pat Ei fot Gown ond woul oN ee had referred to. The 


officer of the court informed him 
occurring, and it must cease. 
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just previously at Gloucester for some small offence, merely because a 

revious conviction was proved. The same might have happened in 
The case he tried had it come before the same judge. This was an 
important matter, and he trusted his noble and learned friend would be 
able to give a satisfactory assurance with regard to it. The Lord Chan- 
cellor said there could be no doubt that in the case brought forward by 
the noble and learned lord the prisoner was entitled to his acquittal on 
the ground that there was not sufficient evidence to justify his conviction 
for me ¢ been previously convicted. 5S; ing generally, in every case 
of alleg a conviction something like adequate proof ought to be 
given. th reference to the suggestion in the question, he thought it 
would be inconvenient to lay down any strict rule in those terms, but he 
had communicated with the Home Secretary on the subject. While on 
the one hand his right hon. friend was quite prepared to recommend that, 
whenever application was made, some warder or other person who 
had had the prisoner in his eustody should be sent to identify him, yet he 
considered it would be inconvenient to the public service to lay down @ 
general rule that some person who had had the prisoner in custody must 
attend the trial. His right hon. friend had every wish to meet the sug- 
gestion of the noble and learned lord in the spirit in which it was made, 
and would do everything in his power to insure that the proper evidence 
as to identity of prisoners should be forthcoming. 








The Bank of England will receive tenders on Monday next, the 23rd 
inst., for £3,500,000 New South Wales Three-and-a-Half per Cent. In- 
scribed Stock, repayable at par on the Ist of September, 1918. The 
minimum price of issue is £102 per cent. The first half-year’s dividend 
calculated upon the nominal amount of stock will be payable on the 1st 
of mber next. a omy: the stock is by instalments, but a dis- 
porn re —_—- per cent per annum will be allowed upon pay- 
me . 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. APPEAL COURT APPEAL CourRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CuHITTyY. 
Mon., April 23 Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal Mr, Pugh 
Tuesday ...% Beal Jackson Leach Lavie 
Wednesday 25 Godfrey Carrington Beal Pugh 
Thursday .. 26 Rolt Jackson Leach Lavie 
Friday ...... 27 Ward Carrington Beal h 
Sa y... 8 Pemberton Jackson Leach Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ORTH. 3 KEKEWICH. 
283 Mr.Pemberton Mr. Clowes Mr. Rolt 
- % W oe 
« 25 Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
«- 26 Ward Koe Godfrey 
oy Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
23 Ward Koe Godfrey 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTEK SITTINGS, 1888. 
(Continued from p. 388.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


For Hearing. 
(General List.) 
1888. 
E Blakey & Sons v Latham & Co app of deft Thomas Lowden from judgt of 
me Sati a Garr ae Fi eas 
ve andy v Hindle app of pit from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 19, 1888 Feb 16 wee 4 
In re Kimberley North Block Diamond Mining Co, 1d, & Co’s Acts app of AS 
Arnott from order of Mr Justice North, dated Jan 13,1888 Feb 16 
aes, a app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated Deo 19, 
e 
In re The London Celluloid Co, 1d, & Co’s Act app of EH ley & anr fro 
refusal of Mr Justice Kay to remove from contributo list Pet 4 7" 
In re Aun Percival, dec Boote v Dutton app of deft Mary E M Dutton from 
ag of Mr Justice Kay, dated Dec 19, declaring legacy revoked by codicil 
e 
In re James Croome, dec Croome v Croome (construction of Will) app of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Feb 9, 1888 Feb 25 
In re Geo Holbeck, dec Markham v Holbeck app of pits from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated 23 Jan, 1888 Feb 29 
Dey _—— app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 16 Feb, 1888 


In re Jas Jno v Williams app of pit from judgt of Mr 


Lonsdale, dec Lonsdale 
: a oon View re a - 
n re Jno ec v app of Michael Rosenberg fi rder of 
Mr Juntion Chit, dayet 11 Feb, 1888 Ph arch 6 is ticiageltsnistuacibe 
= ‘ee? of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 21 Feb, 
In re Jas Moore, dec Trafford v Maconochie app of deft Mary Maconochie from 
order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 14 Deo, 1887 Mrarch ’ rd 








Brown v Clark opp of deft E S Clark from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 29 
Feb, 1888 March 9 

In re H Beyfus & John Masters’ Contract for Sale of Leasehold premises, 
dated 22 Bept 1887, and V & P Act 1887 of Vendor Jno Masters from 
order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 17 Feb, d good titlenot shown March 10 

In re W Heathcote, dec Gilbert v Aviolet app of defts from part of order of Mr 
Justice Chitty on fur con dated 20 Feb, 1888 March 10 

In re R Brown, dec Barber v Pacey app of pits from order of Mr Justice North, 
dated Feb 2, 1888 March 10 

In re The Missouri Steamship Co ld & Co’s Acts Expte A N Monroe app of A 
N Monroe from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 28 Feb, disallowing claim 
March 14 

Tke Union Bank of London v Kent app of defts Brown, Janson & Co from judgt 
of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 21 Jan, 1888 March 15 

In re H T Flint and J Morris Contract for Sale of Leasehold Estate, dated 19 Aug 
1887, and V & P Act, 1884 app of vendor H T Flint from order of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 17 Jan, 1888 March 17 

The Craver. Bank Id v Preston app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated 10 Feb, 1888 March 21 

Divorce T R Cooke, petnr Sarah Jane Cooke, respt James Randall, co-respt app 
of petnr T R Cooke from decree of Mr Justice Butt, dated 8 March, dismissing 
petn for divorce March 21 

In re Chas Were, dec Wilson v Wilson app of pit in forma pauperis from order 
of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 11 Nov, 1887 March 29 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
From Interlocutory Order. 
1888, 


Fraser v Nevins Welsh & Co app of plt from refuss] by the Vice-Chancellor 
of order for Commission to examiue witnesses at St Johns’, N.B., dated Feb 27 


March 13 
From Final Orders and Judgments. 
1887. 

In re W Carruthers, dec Carruthers v Carruthers app of pit from refusal of the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated 5 April, to vary Registrar’s certificate April27 (S$ O 
May 3, by order) 

Ashburner v Barrow Hematite Steel Co, 1d app of plts from judgt of the Vice- 
ey Km Aug 3 Decl2 (8S O generally with liberty to apply to 
restore er 

In rea dae datei Feb 19, 1887, between Walter Dillon & anr of one 
and Alfred Wenner of other part, and V & P Act, 1874 app of Walter Dillon 
& anr from order of the betes dated Aug 12 Dec 19 


In re the Liverpool Household Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (E E Leverton’s case) 
app of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, removing name 
from share register March 15 

In re the Live: Household Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (John Noeweli’s case) 

m — he 4 7 Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, removing name 

ar 

Inre W Hughes, dec petn of AC Kent app of Robert Jones the yr (respt to 
petn) from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 27 Feb March 19 

In re James Gray Turcan, dec petn of J W Turcan from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated 22 Nov March 22 

Ia re The Liverpool Household Stores Assoc ld & Co’s Acts (Arthur Wood's case) 
app of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, for rec:ification 
of register March 26 

In re The Liverpool Household Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (W Wallace’s case) app 
of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, for rectification of 
register March 26 

In re Mary Diggles, dec Gr v Edmondson “pp of plt from judgt of the 
Vice-Chancellor at trial, dated 15 March March 

N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are reached in 
the General and Separate Liets are set aside and taken on the first Thuraday 
in every Sitting, and afterwards on the first Thursday in the following months 
during the Sittiogs. 

N.B.—vVuring Easter Sittings Palatine Appeals (if any reached) will be 
taken on the following days, viz :— 

Thursday, April 12, 
Thursday, May 3. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Standing over for Security for Costs). 

The Edison & Swan Electric Light Co v Shippey app of dfts from jadet of Mr 

Justice Kekewich, dated 2 Aug, 1887 Aug (security ordered Deo 12 
Taylor v Faulkner app of deft trom judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich dated 5 Aug, 
I edad’ Knight, de 0 Knigh sy te f Richard Knight ( 

nu re Edw eo tv ner 0! ¢ | i 

as heir-at-law of E Knight, dec) from wana Mr Justice Key, dated 1 

July, varying chief clerk's certificate Nov 3 (security ordered Ma:ch 7) 
Sutton v Town app of pit from order of Mr Justice Chitty dismissing origin- 

ating sums, dated 9 Nov, 1887 Nov 28 (security ordered Nov 30) 


1888. 
Glanville v Heather of from j of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 7 
Nov, 1887 Jan 16 outs scones et 15) 
In re The Land Development Assoc, ld, & Co’s Acts (Horace Kent’s case) app 
of Horace Kent from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 12 Jan, directing pay- 
I ne The fund gi oda soy bang un et Co ; Shurl of 
n re opment ’e Acts urly’s case 
W Shurly trom order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 12 re directing wpuat of 
call Fev 27 (security ordered Mar 7) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCé, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRATY) DIVISIONS. 


For Hearing. 
1887. 
S.lusbary v Maoclver of pit from j of Mr Justice Denman at trial 
without a jury in De i4 jndgt ‘ 


Pennington v Kbbets of dftfrom jadgt of Mr Justice Denman at 
without a jury in Middx Deo 16 —_ are 





—-_ aft 2 
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Charleston ¥ London Trams Co, ld cop pit from Justices Mathew & Charles 
Deel s Mr Justice Stephen at trial for damage assessed by jury 
Dec 


Walsh v Whiteley & anr (trading, &0) (QB Crowa Se p of dfts from 
Justices Wills & Grantham affirming judgt on app fro a. court Dec ad 
Guardians of The “Medway Union County of Kent v Gencliees of spp ot Made 
Union Counties of Bristol & Somerset (Q B Crown op Meimey 
Guardians from Baron Pollock & Mr ie Hawkins affi 
special case stated by sessions as to pauper settlement Dac 19 
Hardy v Ro og a3 of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial without a 
pavot British North America vy New Brunswick T Co of Lo ld 
app Naa from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial without a jury in 


Dec 

Dean v Bristol & South Wales Ry & Wagon Co, 1d app of dfts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Denman at trial wit out a jury in Middx Dec 21 

Marchant, Singer & Co v Edwardson & anr = 2 of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day at trial without a jury in Middx 

Rooke v Czarnikow app of dft Bidder from ap of the Lord Chief Justice 
at trial without a jury in Middx Deo 24 

The London & County —— Co, ld, & ors v The London and River Plate 
Bast ld ee pits from jadgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial without a jury 


1888. 


Neville v Baker & Wife we of from judgtof Mr Justice Mathew at trial 
withoat a ing in Middx Jan 

McGough y The Lancaster Burial Board (Q B ae = PP of oe from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Grantham on app from C 

Stephens & anr v Sacker (claim and counter claim) bg Pot Its ome fladings 
and judgt from Mr Justice Day at trial without a jary io dix Jan7 
Faber & avr v Smith app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial 
without jury in Middl Jan7 

Drower v Winnard (Q B Crown Side) app af deft from judgt of Justices Wills 
and Grentham dismissing a Ps from County Court Jan 

The Queen on ion of F T Veley v The Reotor and Cee and 
Inhabitants of Parish of Chelmsford (Q B Core 7 of defts from 
indgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial of issue raised by writ of mandamus 
Jan 


The Mortgare Insurance in pneaee ld, v The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Q B Revenue Side of the Commissioners from judgt of Beron 
Pollock and Mr Justice Haw parts as to stamp duty stated by Commis- 
sioners Jan 13 

The Marquess of Bute v The Rhymney po ’ app of pit from judgt of Justices 
Wills and Grantbam on special case Jan 1 

Lewis & ors v The Mayor, &c, of Swansea ated v The Mayor, &c, of Swansea 
consolidated by order app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice > Dense os trial 
without a jury at Swansea Jan 17 

Shiriaw & Co v Douglas & Co app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at 
trial in Middlx Jan 19 

H Bath & Son v Bird “pp of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial with- 
out aj in Middix Jan 20 

Kellard v Rooke (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from judgt of Justices Hawkins 
and A L Smith on app from County Court affirming non suit Jan 23 
srowne & anr v Pickerin omy 4 Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Field, 
on counter claim Jan 

Priestley & aur v Stone app of from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen, at trial 
without a jury, in Middix Jan 2 

The Scotswood Bridge Co v ection & Cold “PP of “4 Som jotat of Justices 
Wills & Grantham on special case as to bridge 

Nevill v Norris & aur (exore) p of deft Anthony Novis” from judgt of Mr 
Justice Day at trial without ofay 

Nevill v Norris & anr (exors) app of deft A J Norris from same Fhe Jan 26 

Ryde v Pocock & anr oe & ae from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial 
without a jury in Mid 

Mason v The Briton Medical & General Life Assn Id and anr . von from 
oo Mr Justice Stephen on an issue stated between the parties by order 

Claxton v Mowlem & Co (Q B wed oe app of pt Se from judgt of Justices 
Mathew & A L Smith on oy ron 

Needham & anr v Lovering non A wp of oe Newstead from judgt of 
Mr Justice Day at trial without jary in Middx 

Jobneon (trading, &o) v Sexton & Co mts of pit trom jadgt of Mr Justice Den- 

man at trial without a jury in Middx 

Galland v Hall | of pit from judgt of Mr Fastice Day at trial ia Middx with- 
out a 

The en Th Trading Co v Brueckner & ors app of pit Co from judgt of Mr 
Justice Day at trial withont a jury in Middx 

Attorney-Gen v Emerson & ors (Q B Revenue Side) eS Se Ook eee 
pom of Justices Mathew & Cave as to right of firing ordnance from S 

ness across Maplin Sands Feb6 

ilteryte rustee, &c) v The International Bank of London 1d ph of defts 
from Sadet of Mr. Justice Day at trial without a jury in Middx 

McGregor v McG (Q B Crown Side) app of pit from Justices Mathew and 
A L Smith affirming judgt for plt on app from Newcastle County Court Feb 9 

Hesketh, Bart. v Bray surveyor of taxes (Q B Revenue Side) app of Sir TG F 
Hesketh from Baron Po!lock and Mr Justice Hawkins on case stated by Com- 
missioners as toincome tax Feb 9 

Robertson & Co v McMillan app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Denman at 
trial without a ee in Middx Feb 13 

Howard Bros & Co v Cartis a “pp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles at trial 
in Middx with ajury Feb 

8 J Parker y C E Lyon (Alfred Owen Lyon—claimant) app of pit from Mr 
— Field giving judgt for claimant against execution in inter- 


Lyon te if of deft from Mr Justice Field at trial giving judgt in action 
or pit Fe 
Jee v The International Cable Co 1d PP of a from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins at trial without a jary in Middx 
The ayeey ermanent [nvestment Petiding eae v Smith app of deft 
judgt of Mr. Justice Hawkins at trial without aj uryin Middx Feb 18 
Athinncs (exor) v Young & amr (trustees of pettloment)” Young v Atkinson 








defts Y trom onder Baron Huddleston 
els erlang hadlng Gonaty Sour Judge ned Jatnt itor Feb 18 
defts from judgt 
Wadham v Sillitoe & aur at tr 
a with a jury Nya geek mre issue es to registration of bill ot wale 
Me ney tg 
Hend ing, So) « The Sheffield bam A d atk plt from judgt of 
Power v Johneon app of pits from 
+ iss Tie from of Justice Hawkins 
t Mr 
om saat ey tare a 
lev r ai le! m Baron at I 
— * ¥ trial without a jury at 
a jury in Middix March 2 
FROM ORDERS ane ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
1888, 
Henhts & Gov Gan Nea te seen pis ona cutie of Pe yden ghey hak Da 
Farrell v Martin Bal bye Baron 
new tried by Mr Justice Mathew at Newoastle-npon- 
= of Highway Boa order AL 
ctuled parunans Sr tee 
jun Nae —action tried by Mr Justice Mathew and specia! 
in Middlesex . Feb 2 " “4 4 
mith refusing new trial—action tried Mr Justice 
with special pe Feb 3 " eomindies 
fusal of appin for mo for pit on jodgee fiofiog after jorr aie 
re of applin en: on 5 
charged at at trial before Lord Chil Fane roe ond 
In re Prohibition to “ass C Broad y H T 
Mathew and 
The jas 8 perks & ers 
Crown Side)” app of Prosecator W Miller from J ake tore} 
Smith 
ion Feb 
Gooaing v Pasa of Sette Ga of J Manisty and Wills 
for new tried by Mr es: me in Middlesex 
e 
Cole v Francis & ors app of plt from Justices tide new 
a tried by : abt ned oe ~ Lh = Fath 


aud Mr Justios 
arwickshire 
sham vse & ant app of fom fete ut hlandlo arch 2 
of Me Fasting Marke 
Cave v Oly & an A denen 14 from judgt of Mr Jastice Manisty at trial 
Mr action Bats of trial without 0 je in M 
from jadgt of Br Justice Manisty at trial in 
Oakley v Boulton, 
Cole v Johnson app of Set Grom Jung of Mr Justice Manisty at trial without 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
rol 
Huddleston and Mr Justice Manisty 
Brunton, Waywarden, &o v Highway Board f Langborough Wost (0 3 
runton, Wa: v t) est 
case 
Wallic v Hine, Bros m2; defts from order Huddleston and Mr 
Mom on 00 ON See Sates Methow ont A I 
Middlesex 
Blount v Layard 
action between 
yw + (QB Bide) =P ett frow Tustin 
reversing judge’s order as le 
ing n oe mandamus to hear 
without 
wis v Alleyne app of deft 


oa new trial—action tried b Mr Mr Justice Onesie Charles in i Midis Ae 14 
The Queen on the ene 5 C D Eedaile & anr vy Chwdns and Overseers 
of St Botolph Without, mt, Se (QB —— Side) app of defts from order 
of Justices Mathew and Smith for writ of mandamus to pay arrears to 
tithe owner Feb 15 
Guardians of Dorchester Union v Romtiees Poplar bye (9 B Crown Side) 
app of Poplar Guardians from J AL Smit 
for Dorebeter Union on opel cam sat puroant to 12 & 19 Vie ell 
eb 1 


Read v Cohen & ors Provident Assoc of n, 14, v Read app of plt Charles 


_gooaaheres new trial— 


on 
T hy ke Tustiog Cave 
(Graham, J, o> Sesame discharging on ial ee mandamus to repay Income 


pe Copper, ke, Co Feb 23 
Graham v Edge orp OF ys See aber of Benepe ane oat Justice 
wand for ~—_ © on ground that debt proved in in 
Wood (claimant yore oa - ory - and In re Bills of Gale 
1878 and Amead ment ay  abag from Justlocs Mathew gad AT? 
Smith, oes of ise eas ve to file affidavit of attestation to 
snipe ‘ nn thy ne Gracie (objection “ Ra say & ors 
v 
svn as et G8 togintinn Ouauee of ba erro 88 re 
cc) Sores gestae ee measearets Qe 
sth with ape jury F380 tal ection < 
Middlx ary 
Mackasick v Mi way Co of ney Baroa H and 
hr Sandon Meniaty Pfta ang jane tide to registry of in pl’s 
nese Marc! 
Wontner & Solicitors s aeadhiadel of M 
Msheyer in person trons of Baron H Huddleston and Mr Justice 


ow Oo. pouete Senett: Se 
Dearie v Ths 


of the Petersfield U he sai? 
&o Ss eel menp w for weet 
tr 
Baws hows Game & ear oe i fore, deetsten. oF Hie Jade Belt,.ct 
trial of in’ leader isane that dl 
and Advacos Go R A-§ from < i 
interpleader issue sale 


Ship Hohenszollern Owners of the Pegg teed tte 
shearer app of defte from order of the President, dated March 


March 23 
of from Justices 
” sng sts Jug aol eng nao! ee 1 Mealety nd Raping 
arch 
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and trial—action tried by March 28 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Standing over for Security for Costs.) 
1887. 
—< gets cand ment of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
a sad r Justice Jane 20, 


y 
— v Maple app o ait _ Justices Stephen & Charles affirming order 
out Nov26 (security ordered Dec 
we i v Kent app of dft from Justices rirel Deo & Charles refusing to set aside 
a order 


Moat 
1887 Bays 
aim to be stra 
signed judgmert Dec 5 


Buchanan & Co v Day app of deft wed order of Baron Huddleston and M 
affirming conditional leave to defend Jan 30 ’ 


Justice Manist 
ordered March 14) 


Trower v Tatham & ors a 3. A in 
of action as 


Smith ae dismi 
ny Feb 15) 


vys v Richardson app of plt from totes of Mr Justice Day at trial without a 


ae Feb 8 (security ordered March 
_ oe, v Coz (Q B Crown Side) 

tham affirming 
curly ordered. ordered Feb 29) 


& Wife v P Davies (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from 
adgt of Justices Mathew and A L Smith reversi R 
is rity ordered Merch 7 ioigt on opp k 


om Justices Hawk 
unconditional how’ to defend March 1¢ Hawkins and March, 22) — 


owe Court Feb 21 o- 
Brown v Harrison app of deft 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Sitrines, 1888, 

Causes for Trial or Hearing. 

(Set down to Wedneday, April 4, inclusive.) 
(Continued from p. 390.) 


Before Mr, Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with winesses and 
be witnesses). 

In re The Appollinaris Co, ld (Trade 

Marks 2,076 Px 4,122) & Patents, &o, 

Act mtn 

In re Same (Trade Marks 6, _ 6,357, 
& 9,026) & Patents, ey mtn 

In re Seme (Trade — - -_ 
45 a & Patents, &0, A 

In re eo (Trade Mork 4 48 933). & 
Patents, co he. Acts mtn 

In re Same (Trade Marke 44,218, 
4,421, & 4,420) and the oppositions 
tuereto aoj sum set down by order 


Dec 9 

In re Same (Trade Mark, 45,591) & 
Patents, Ko, Act adj sums & oppo- 
sitions thereto 

In re Same (Trade Mark 45 590) & 
Patents, &o, Act adj sums & oppo- 
sitions thereto 

Io re Same (Trade Marks 45,699 & 
45,700) & Patents, &o, Act adj sum 
& oppositions thereto 

In re (Trade Mark 45,589) & 
ores he a adj sum & opposi- 
tioas there 

In re Same (Trade Mark 4,935) & 
Patents, &c. Act adj sums and op- 

— thereto in List set 
order 9th Dec 

Blank « v Nicholson act wits & motn 

Pyatt v Parsons act = 

Raper v Kennett act 

Faoshawe v London 3 Provincial 
Dairy Co, 1d act wits 

eel os —oe , 
ri.ge v Gutteridge © issue for 
trial wits 


Fletcher v L C & D Ry Co act wits 
Williams v Pawson & Uo. ld act wits 
Clerke v Harris act wits 

Toormanv a act wits 
Thompeon v Sweet m - 

Tyars v Aleop, Mann & Co act wits 
— v Norcupai Gold, &0, Co act 


Campbell v Holloway Sp case 
Hugnes v Jones act wits 

Greene v Greene act wits 

= dl Holmes Neale v Holmes act 


Baker v Sharp act wits 
ee ae aa 


Eee yiee By dn 
Tree Wekeres act wie 
Weatacott v Fioresce act wits 
Foster v Knowles act 
Ainsworth v Fergusson act wits 


Kiln v The Midland and South Western Junction Railway Co app of defts from 
Justices Manisty and Wills, on appin for new trial refusing to set aside verdict 


A. of pit from Justices Hawkins and 
judgt on app from County Court at Bristol 





(eecurity 


from Justices Mathew and A L 
volous and vexatious Feb 2 (security 


Feb 17 


rom Altrinc- 


Cella 8 S Co, ld, v Wood act wits 

Coaks v Thompson act wits 

Hall vy Appleby act 

= v Alturas Gold, &, Co act 
wits 

— v Lewis act on" 
olloway v Sim 

Whitwell v Whi twell yr? wits 

Lloyd v Freme act wits 


Durrant v Horner Dist Consolidated 
Gold Mines, 1d act wits 

Vickery v Mayor, &c, of Folkestone 
act wits 

Balding v Balding act wits 

Baes v Sheppard act 

Webb v Measent act 

hn v Rackham act wits 

nre Farrow Grange v Cocking act 

pt hd (short . 

Brigstocke v Brigstocke act 

— es County Bkg Co v Bradshaw 
ac’ 

Bown v Sansom, Teale & Co act wits 

Whitly v Mitohell act 

Cooper v Straker Bros & Co act wits 

Tunson v Wilson act wits 

Chaplin v Savigear act wits 

Swinburne vy Dodds act wits 

Wood v Morris act wits 

Morris v Morris act wits 

Bassi v Davey act wits 

Twynam v Bathurst act wits 

The Mayor, &c, of West Ham v Grant 


m fj (short) 
Tunbridge Wells Improvmt Commrs v 
Southborough Board act wits 


Walton v Cook, jun act wits 

In re Meears Harper v Watkinson 
m f j (ehort) 

Evans v Humphries act wits 

In re Scantlebury Woodman v Gads- 
den act 

Case v Case act 

Daffy v Low act wits 

Smart v Trenter act wits 

In re Smith Penna v Hooper act 

Hewett v Levene act 


Before Mr. Justic Justice CHITTY. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


In re Morgan’s Patent, No 4216, ap 
yy and Patents, &o, Act kot _pta of 
7 R Faithfal with = by order 
mmett v Cann ues for trial, 
order dated 20 Jan, 1888 a " 
Aylesbury v Derby a:t 





= Telephone Co, ld, v Hazlewood 


Fitch v Bro 

Willmot v Ualted Kingdom Metal 
Edged Box Co, Id 

Webster v Coupland act 

attley v Collins act 

Ranger v Williams act 

Ss “ C Hawke, dec Young v Hawke 


a Swindells & Co, ld v Browne 
act 

In re Abbey, dec Mason v Hewlett 
act 

In re “ae dec Fletcher v Root- 
ham 


Melawecng v The Mid Lincolnshire 
Iron Co act 
Brown v Farebrother ect 
Johnson v Evans act & mf j 
Stansfield v Viat act 
Lawton & Sons v Smith act 
Porter v May act 
Countess de Rechberg v United Land 
mogeiy tery 
anger v New ac’ 
Simes v Smith 
Sloman v ogy 
In re D Weall, dec | sicte Won 


act 
Moore v Baxter act 
Sedgwick v Lawley act 
Elgood v Hine _. 
Bacon v Burton 
Hazeldine v Tinkleter act 
Hanoock v Prowse act 
— Decorn Co, 10, v Caspar & Co 


Elworthy v Harvey 

The Vulcan Match. Manufs cturing Co 
v Ball & Co act 

The Automatic Weighing Machine Co 
v Knight act 


Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sum- 
monses and §; Cases. 


In re Wm Shaw, dec sie | v Gas- 


trell adjsumns Ex 

In s pon an Expte Oilseed Cra Crushing 

) 8 

In re ~< Cab Co (Capt Hill’s Claim) 
adj 

Andallah v ye act 

Ellis v Faitbfall adj sumns (2) (Ex 
- parte Sarah Faithfull 

Chinery v Ro:s adj sumus (charging 


order) 
In re Chas S Campbell & Co, ld 
Co’s Acts (Claim of Trustees of LA 
Cam ) adj sumns 
In re _. Chawner, deo Chawner v 
Beck adj sumns to raise money 
In aj E ra Shove Chawner v Beck 
sumns to redeem mortgage 
.. — tly a Co adj sumns 
ry ok of royslties 
In  & endel’s Tetate Kendal v 
Black oat sumns, order 55 
In re Thomas Bonsall, dec Hickling 
v Bonsall adj sumns (construction) 
ny re Countess of Perth’s Estate 
Barker v Martineau adj sumns 
(restraint on ——- 
In re Colthurst, dec Pope v 
Coltburst adj sumns, order 55 
In re Skegness & St Leonard’s Tram- 
way Co (Hanley’s Claim (a‘j 
sumns 
Kimber v Lon Gen Cab Co, 1d act 
Wasteneye v Hunter adj sumns 
In re Charlotte Aldwinkle, dec In re 
Henry Aldwinkle, dec Aldwinkle v 
Aldwiakle adj sumns raising points 
of law 
— action original adj sumns, ord 


In re Messrs Dalzell & Beresford, solrs 
po pag taxn by M of Anglesey 


ry Z Berens’ Settlement Trusts Berens 
v Benyoo adj sume, ord 55 

Floyd v wn ig act 

In re Siemens Bros & Co adj sumns 
of | Dr W Siemens for rectification of 
“es 

In re T Usher's Estate Usher v 
Knight Expte exors and trustees of 
William Usher adj s ome. 

In re R Perry’s 





wies v Knowles act 


Bowra v Laprack act 


te 
Brown (Expte Thos ing & tar) 
adj sumns 











In oanee Dawson, deo sdain v 
act 
Tucker v Peace mf j Birmingham 


D R (short) 

Smith v Barber m fj (short 

In re S Parson’s Estate Parsons v 
Potter Expte Exors adj sumns 

In re A A Hope. . Rickards v Hope 
adj eu ons, or 

In _ re Albion Mutacl Permnt Buil “w| 
Soc (Pountney’s ne Expte Offi 
Liqnidator adj sum 

In ~ Twelfth Duke of Somerset, dec 
Thynne v St Maur Expte Exors & 
Infants adj sumns 

In re Crosby, dec Kilby v 
Crosby Expte Exors und Trustess 


adj sums 

In re Albion Mutual Permanent Build- 
ing Society (Burnett's claim) Ex 
pte Official "Liquidator ai sums 

In re Alex Adams, dec Harlev Adam 
ex United Presb Church adj suvs 

In re Andrew Dunn’s Estate (Davies’s 


claim) adj sums 

Ia re The Royal spel Exchange Shipping 
Co Expte Eccles & Co and ors adj 
sums (to come on with 2 sums set 
down on Dec 5) 

In re West London Commercial Bank, 
ld Expte Official Liquidator adj 


sums 
In re Alfred Baston the elder, deo 
Joyner v Hodgson adj sums (order 


In re London & County Investment 
Corporation (case of Warburton and 
anr) adj sums 

In re Josh Eves, deo Hughes v Lee 
adj sums 

Snepp v Atkios act 

The Automatic ombland Machine Co 
ld, v The Comb a Weighing and 
Advertising Co, 


— v phy m ~F j (Bradford 


Before Mr. Justice NorTH. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Lee v Soames actn 
‘Taaffe v Ford actn 
— v Natl Prov Baok of England 


mud v Grove act 

Winter v Gashion act 

Tozer v Buxton act 

Grawitz v Charlesworth act 

Hicks v Pethick act 

Prior v Tucker act 

Lilburn v Powe'l act 

In re Smith Milnes Burnell v Bag- 
shawe act 

Howard v Hills act 





act 
Tinkler v Aylesbury Dairy Co, ld act 
John v Bennetts act 
In re J West Cooke v King act 
Flower v Deacon act 
Batty v Carnochan act 
In re Merricks Merricks v Merricks 
act 
Billington v Ward act 
Balls v Fenwick act 
In re Rowe Jacobs v Hind act 


In re Sich Marett v Sich act 
Oatway v Hookway act &mfj 
In re Bridger v Deane act 
Princl Seo of State for War Departmt 
“ v Naser | act 

illing v Coo act 
Moore Bros _ ie 
In re Thomas Wildish v Fowler act 
In re Carter Cartwright vCarter act 
Clements v Ibeson act 
i of Erenash Canal v Austin, jun 


Crew v Motts act 
In re Woodward Woodward v Wood- 


ward act 
Steinway v Walker act and 2 mots 
Lynch v Macdonald act 

United oe Co, ld v Siemens 
Bros & C 

In re Ball “Ball v Ball act 


Hayne v Cosens act 

Waste Water Meter Co, ld vy Universal 
md de} act 
Soloway & Sona v Riley act & mot 














ot 


at 


April 21, 1888. 
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Befo~e Mr. Jastice Srrauina. 
Causes for Tria\ (with Witnesses). 
Lowther v Heaver act 
Lows v Bell act 
Slazsoger & Sons v Feltham & Co act 
Howland v Pike act 
Bateman v Bateman act 
Goddard v Johnst me _ act 
Homphreys & Co v Taylor Drug Co, 


ct 
Bats Weat India Dock Co v Hand- 


ontorgus vMytton act & mtn f ja 
In re Wright Daviev Wright act as 
Williaweon v Richnell act 

In re Burberry Rowev Worsley act 
Jay v Ladler act 

Todd v Parr act 

InreJ L Smith Cliffev Smith act 


Tem act 
adic y Hart ost 


pcm v coe po act 

Commins v Sampson act 

Smith v Crane act 

Nicholl v Eberhardt Co, 1d act 
Grifia v Guardian Fire, &+, Co, act 
Wi'liams v Lauter act 

Thomson v Batty act 

Dan v Beckett act 

Hall v Blaker act 

Williams v Allen issues for trial 
Lewis v Kempthorne act & m fj 
Franklin v Stevenage Local Bd act 
Hicks v Hicks act 

Bolton & Partnera, ld vy Lambert act 
James v Hall act 

Rose v Garstin act 

Biss v Combe act 

Slazenger v Feltiam & Co act 
Adams v Milne act 

Florence v Jacobs act 

Moffatt v Power act 

Blackett Revell vy Edge act 

Ross v Buxton act 

Temple v Simpeon act 

Cooksedge v Sparkle m fj 


Adjourned Summonses and Non- Wit- 
ness Actione. 

In rethe Gt Eastern Syndicate, ld & 
Co’s Acts adj somns 

In re Rhodes Rhodes vy Owea adj sum 

In re the Metropolitan Mills & Co’s 
Acts adj sumns 

In re Bishton, ld & Co’s Acts adj 


sumns 

Ia re Stevens Sexton v Brock adj 
eumns 

In re Smart Smart v Newland adj 


sumns 
Chile Gold Mining Cov Harvey adj 


sumns 
Beresford v Mart'n act 
Ia re Ferguson Ferguson v Creery 
adj sumns 
In re Park Cole v Park adj sumns 
In re Baker Baker v Baker a1j sumns 
In re Crook Crook v Crook adj sumas 
Hant v Smith m fj (short) 
In re the Glyn Neath Colls, 1d, & Co’s 
Acts adj sumns 
In re Bell & Taylor adj sumns 
> re > See Knapp v Knapp adj 


In? eae *Doabble Goodall v Doubble 
Mnlcip &o, Bldg Soc v Richards 


Weatherall v Hart act 

Houlditoh v Riborough & Co act adj 
eumns 

Ia re Smith Baily v Smith = sums 

me Crompton Thorp v Crompton 

Bard v "Bard adj eu 


In re Fothergill Fothergill v Fother- 
gill adj samns 


McLean v Ramsay adj sumnus 
*. re dpa Smith v Graham adj 


le re re Yoland’ ” ‘OT: ld, and Co’s 
Acts (in Pow adj sumns 

Robbins v Robbins adj sumns 

In re Onslow’s Settlement Plowden v 
Gayford adj samas 

zine ¢ Kas act & m fj 

re Tennant Jonas v Wells adj 

yt. 

Iare Roebuck Scholes y Whitley adj 
sumns pt hd 


In re Lambert Stanton v Lambert 


adj sumns 





In re ong Scholes v Whitley 


Biyth 8a v Smith sama3 
ia’ ve Chivery c inery v Hill adj 
sumns 


aoe Bingley Cotton v Hinson, Bart 

su 

In re Sackew Reashaw v McLaren 
adj sumaos 


Arnold-Foster v Maskelyne m fj 
Will by v Kirby act 
In re Hepworth Freeman v Exley 


adj sumns 
ne _— Harris v Scrivener adj 


=A Haywood & Sims, ld act 
rv Lo adj sumns 
hee vingham adj samns 
Warne & Cor vSeebohm act 
Prentice v Prentice two adj sumns 
In re Evans Owen v Evans 


Before gy Ton Justice Kexewicn. 

Transferred from Jurtices Curry, 
Norra aad StreLine, for Trial 
or Hearing only—by Order, dated 
Mar 22, 1888, 

Harrison v Pyatt act 

Bourjeaurd v East London Artiz we’, 

&c, Loan Co act 

Charsley v Coaks act 

Tarner v Dry Docks act 

Wells v Hammond act 

In re Platt Platt v Platt act 

Tubb v Tubb act 

— Duckett Dackett vy Craven Bank 


act 
Muskett v Poole act 
Liovd v Attree act 
Birchall vy Arnold ast & m fj 
Siemens v Neilson act 
Ford v Ford act 
Shortlander v Davison act 
Tod-Heatly v Benham act 
The Bristo toy poe Ry Co v Mayor, 
&o, of 
Jones v con = 
Ghigliotti v Smith act 
Baker v Baker White v Baker act 
Coates v Wall‘r act 
Adames v Grenier act &m 43 
Taunton v Scottish Equitable Life, &c, 
Society act 
Denman v Batten act 
Willoughby ¢ 3 — 
Atterton v Edward 
F some Dag: mene saa tj 
Gardinar v Morgan act 
= or ~ wae &o, v Pickford & 
‘0 
Heap v Pickles act 
Hilton v Tucker act 
Brown v Clark act 
Quan v Dore act 
Keith v Arnot act 
= Thrift Building Society v Day 


Cherrington v Williams act 

Miller v Miller act 

Cunningham v Whittles act 

Siemens Bros v Siemens act 

Patrick v Lord Barwick act 

Ramsden vy May act 

am, &o, Trading Co v Harris 


sarees. 9 Scher act 

In re Harris Vowell vy Gamlen act 
Carling & Cov De Beer act 

Nat Prov Bank of Eng'and v Sheffield 


act 
Cols v ui and Laurence act 
Howes ¢ Christian act & m fj 
ions Se act 

we v Bage 
PB ni y Beubbe act 

F M Allden v Stubbs act 
Hare v Cock act 
Sell v Sell aot 
Lloyd v Angl» Montana Mining Co, 1d 
act 


Dove v Swinden act 
Hi nay act 
sodiey. et 


——— v Central Bank of London, 
Baron de Ros v Countess of Wilton 
Earl of Wilton v Baron de Ros act 


————P 
Franklin v Davis act Browne v Altures 11 act 
Harris vy Clarke Clarke v Harris act oe IBY act 
Rosher v Crannis po Tetley v Griffith ac 
Gwatkin v — Hills Conseils v Foley 
} re — sale v Heald act — 

ay v Heez yeon v 

dg oe aalheny act Jones, Lloyd & Cor id v Edwards act 





SPRING ASSIZES, 1888. 
we -Eastsen (Pollock, B., and Mathew, J.) — Leeds, Monday, 
ORTHERN (Day and —— JJ.).—Manchester, Saturday, April 21 ; 
Liverpool, Thursday, May 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette. —Fumay, April 13. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 


In CHANCERY. 
AMERICAN EXCHANGE IN EvRO LoaTep— ‘or windiag up, prpssated 
, ob Fe to be heard before Btirling: J, on April #1 Foss Ledsam, 


Abchurch lane, solurs for 
Briton ‘oN, LIMITED —Holders of share warrants are required, on 
or before May 9, to send their names and the number of each 
warrant, to Mr H Woodburn Kirby. 19, Wednesday, May 


share 
ee netetas t by Went 3 or adialescing upon the ead Gaim” 


iS A on roy Tee bile peeer in Within coe , solor 


cE 
for petners 
EUROPEAN AND AN MACHINE-MavE BorriE Co, Lruirep -—Petn for wind- 
up, revented April 6 , directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on April 21 
yers, South aq. Gray's inn, solor for petner 
INTERNATIONAL INVESTMENT OY, Lu«rrep—Petn for winding 
Pore Ae EN eghegarene J,on April 21 Taylor 
VIcTORIA anes ‘Sap Petn for winding up. presented wy 
be heard before Kay, J, on April 21 Docker & Co, Southamp’ 


Strand, Ah} J 
London Gasette.—TuEsDaY, April 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LoITED In CHANCERY. 
Aseneesn Becsaven es Denese, Lage? ye are up, presented April 
1a ae for peter en ee cr, Wych st, 
rand, solor lor petner 
DUBLIN Saswany Oo, Lacrep—Fom 8 ue winties SS 
directe ito be heard before Kay, 7, on April 28 Beall & Co, Dechisbury, 





solors ap! petner 
GornHic SYNDICATE, LIMITED — my 4%. has, dated March 23, - 
poiu ated Owen Daniel. A Aberystwith, be official Hanidator Creditors are 
uired, on or before May 12, to send Woy a addresses to the abore. 
Wednesday "1 ams appointed for hearing end stent 
Youusu1 ine TANNER’ Boot ManvuracTory, LIMITED— J, has, 
order dated ym 23, gh A James William Ol Uheee, ten 8, to be official 


liquidato: 

© “ Ss B ~ stir 7, has, b a dated March 20, appointed 
aneee |AVINGS BANK y an order a 

Arthur Cooper, 14, George st, House, to be official liquidator 


OF 


IN CHANCERY. 
BIREDALE VICTORIA BREWERY Co Lamrrep— Pete “tor yinding 
Apeal 13, directed to be heard before Bristowe, VO, at pak 
Liverpool, on Thursday, April 26 Mawdsley & Hodson, Ruitoest tates ee 
petners 


FRIENDLY poorstrEs DISSOLVED. 
CroxTon FRIENDLY Society, White Lion Inn, Comuten, 5 Norfol ye Agee 3 18 


lane Bey SAMARITAN FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Queen’s ‘orth, Leeds 
P' 

PROVIDENT SOCIETY. Eon, Fined qoyve, Chater seeks 

Raruay New Siok 4p Baxarrt Society, Rose and Crown Inn, Ratley, nr Ban- 


bury, Warwick April 13 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, March 23. 
Mutox, Gonox, Earley, Berks, Gent. April 25. Meloy v Meloy, North, J 
Guruum, Joun, Abbey si Bt John's Wood, Gent. April %5. Lyon v Guthrie, 
n’s 
North J.” Pemberton, Lincoln’s 

Orucges, Tuomas aawase. pousdesy re 8t Jopate Wood, Post Captata in 
Navy. May7. Symonds Hallett, Chitty, J a Moorgate st 
REED, THomas SLEEMAN, Redruth, Cornwall, M.D. May 4. Burgess v. Law- 
rence, Chitty, J. Pa. ~' Redruth 

eek g Fy ag “ss - 
> ve ag Gustto, ag butte . 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
London ee pay reat April 10. 

pent vemkembaerach Sey 0.00 May 1. Blake & Co, College 

AsurTon, JoHn THomas, Lansdowne Gosttonhen, Sumecty Major in H M 


Indian Army tole Rea nek poeny ee 
Aston, WILLIAM, ry A Toren Baht May 10. Bonnor, Gloucester 
Bapnerr. Exisua, Madeley, Stafford, Farmer. April 30. Slaney, Newcastle, 
BONNETT, 2, Manz, Hawwow 26, Best Mam, May si. Bowl © Tyan Guo 
Busriivouit, RiouAny Funsros, Brick lane, Licensed Victualler. May 19, 





& counter claim 
Oddy v Smith act | 
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OAMPBELE, MALconM, Hilldrop rdy Holloway. May 16. Rawlins, Gracechureh s 
CHRistrE, Gadnos Henry, Framingham, Norfolk, Esq. May 14. Eardley & Co, 
Rev Huwry, Pihama. New Zealand, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
May 18. Torr & Co, —— 
CLUTTON. JOHN GARRARD, East rd, ‘Cambridge, Baker. May 5. Lyon, Cam- 


Crort, JANB, Bolton le Sands, Lancaster. June7. Muckalt, Lancaster 


Wri11uM, Wakefield rd, Sowerby Bridge, nr Halifax, Woollen Dyer. 
May 31. Jubb & Co, Halifax 
DuwaGs, ELIZABETH SUSANNA. May 31. Perbam, Bristol 


pere.* Gunes. Hollingbourne House, Kent, Esq. May 7. Meynell & Pember- 
Drs, Faancis Hast, Acomb, York, Land Agent. May 19. Cowling & Co, 


ork 
Evans, EL1zaBETH, Southport. May 10. Welsby & Co, Southport 
ae Pe Bellerive, St Margaret’s, Twickenham. June 4. Weall & 
= JOHN, Trinity College, Cambridge. May 15. Druces & Atlee, Billiter 
Hosss! JOHN, High st, Maidenhead. April 30. Taylor, Maidenhead 


Hout, Wit11aM DURNING, Sandfield pk, West Derby, nr Liverpool, Esq. May 
81. Thornely & Cameron, Liverpoo 

Hourcntson, Cyr GrorGez, Bath, late Canon of Gloucester. May7. Clowes & 
Co, nee Bench — 

Isperr, WILLIAM JOSEP: pe. Sogdian, Be Retired Chief Engineer in Royal Navy. May 
7. Sandon & Co, Gracech 

Isaac, PHILLIPs, Regent st, Tailor. April 30. Reed & Reed, Guildhall chbrs 


K1pp1g, es = RickaBYy, Thames Ditton, Surrey. May3i. Vander- 
Ta 
Louk, Fn FREDERICK, Sutton. 3 ® 8. Cooper & Bake, Portman st 


Rag, pane eee Curvas, East India rd, Shipowner. May 9. Greenop & Sons, 
Ronsems, Joser:, Stalybridge, Chester, Machinist. April 30. Hyde, Staly- 
a See a 7 ned Sandown, I W, Hotel Proprietor. May 31. Laundy 


SMOKEM, Meany, G Gt Wishford, Wilts. May 19, Randall & Mayo, Wilton 
Turney, ANNA Mari, Snowdenham, Torquay. May 2%. Young & Oo, Essex st 
WEIs#, JOHN, New Union st, Manchester, Button Manufacturer. May5. Law 
ew co Oe T Loughor, Glam Blacksmith. Ma 
ILLIAMS, WILLIAM, r Town, or, or, 8. 
Lewis & Jones, "Marth Ty jcpaeioes -~ d 
‘Woongouss, PAsmEBERS, pl, Brighton. May 9. Tarrant & Mackrell, 
WoopHovusE, HANNAH ELIZABETH, Clifton pl, Brighton. May 9. T, t 
es , P rig. ay ‘arrant & 
‘Woonxovss, Marcaret, Clifton pl, Brighton. May 9. Tarrant & Mackrell, 
Walbrook 
London Gazette.—F Rripay, April 13. 


ADDY, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Shepherdess walk, City rd, Baker. May 20. Mills & 
Uo, Brunswick place, 
leyn park, West Dulwich. Junei. Sanderson & Holland, 


BANNERMAN, JANE. 
BInGLEY, GrorGce, Hayton, Notts, Farmer. May 25. Mee & Co, Retford 


Queen Victoria 
Binxs. RacHEL, Shakespeare st, Chorlton upon Medlock, Lancaster. May 1. 
Chapman & Co, Manchester ° 
Bam! oo CraPpon, Market sq, Dover. May 7. Helmore, Bishopsgate st 
Mary, Westminster rd, Liverpool. May 4. Jones & Co, Liverpool 
ee Joun, Westborough, Lincoln, retired Grazier. May22. Beaumont, 
Brown, ELEANoR Mary, Mon ler sq, Knigtsbrid May 15. C & 
Lincoln’s inn fields accasecife _ _ . oe Oe 
OCBARLES, Gladstone rd, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Saddle Tree Manu- 


May 16. Saunders & Co, Birmingham 
CROFT, JANE, Bolton le Sands, Lancaster. June7, Muckalt, Lancaster 


eee Speen, Bexley, Kent, Gent, May 7. Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford 
Davipsow, Davin, Newton le ba Lancaster, Gent. May 11. Lon 
Warrington and Newton le Will # md ane 
Drvetz, Walter HENRY, St David’s hil, Exeter, Gent. May10. Lee & Co, St 
Paul’s churchyard 
mek mrs ARKT, Brecknock rd, Camden rd. May 30. Pearce & Sons, 
ur 


Stroud green Finsbu k, Gent. J 11, 

Webb, West smithiae Pie wo 
mrswyers, J ouN, Thorner, nr Leeds, Farmer. June 30. Snowdon & Meredith, 
GOULD, > en ANNE, Endlesham rd, Balaam. May 8, Hanbury & Co, New 
a gtandsrs Amon, Henry rd, Gloucester, Commercial Traveller. May 20. 

ers & 
, OSBERT CaLMaDY POLLEXFEN, Leawood, Bridesto Dev 
ee REM, an, net Winn, on, a8 2 
GWA EORGE, te) ey, . E. x 
Sg oe gley, Yor' tired er. Junel, E. & T 
ee AMES, Gibson sq, Islington, Gent. May 23. Collisson & Co, Bedford 
Homes, C#aRrzs, Portland pl, Sheffield, Spring Knife Manufacturer. May 15. 


Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
Ingx, Tuomas, Victoria st, Esq. May 8. Walls & Co, Queen Victoria st 


aes . ieuay, Gloucester pl, Portman sq, Merchant. May 12. Kearsey 
4 ANNE Fowngs, Minehead, Somerset. May 10. Clark & 
McAzgruHovr, Sir Wii11aM, K.C.M.G., Silk st, Cri 
On hess pes pplegate. June 1. Ingle & 
MACMILLAN, ANGUS, Kingston upon Hull, M.D. May 12. Moss & Co, Hull 
Morszis, ELIZABETH, Bradshawgate, Bolton. May 12. R. & F. H. Taylor, 


Noerron, — Bonchurch, I W, Esq. May 23. Davidson & Morriss, Queen 
Otnenow, Bir Sanus, Nottingham, Knt. May 19. Hunt & Williams, Notting- 


Ozam, Wi114M, Birmingham, Baker, May 1. Ooley & Coley, Birmingham 
Owen, Huax, Colville ter, Bayswater, Esq. May 26. Baileys & Co, Berners 


Pxacock, Wistax 10 LUMIBY, Newland West, Lincoln, Gent. April #4. Scott & 
Purtiirs, Ji hace, Brom hone, Staffordshire, Painter. May 31. Sabin & Birch, Stone 


Poorz, Ann, Waterfoo rd, Burslem, Staffs. June 25. Challinors, Hanley 


cmap, James Harpison, Flitton, Yorks, Fish Merchant. June 2. Watts & 
SHEARM, ine, Bude, Cornwall. May 26. Chamier, Stratton 


SHEARM, WILLIAM, Bude, Cornwall, Gent. May 26. Chamier, Stratton 
Sore, WitL1aM, Alderton,' Middle, Salop, Farmer. May 10. Bygott, Wem 
SMALLEY, Writ1aM EpwaArD, Rhyl, Bank Manager. April 23. Roberts, Rhyl 


Senovp, S Henry CHARLES, Raul rd, Peckham, Vocalist. Mayi9. Tilling, Devon- 
hire chbrs, Bishopsgate 
OnNLEY, : J. ‘Westhoughton, Lancs, Auctioneer. May 12. R. & F. H. 
‘taylor, Bolton 
Tumors, Matirpa, Thornton heath, Croydon. May 23. Drummonds & Co, 


d 
2, GEORGE CHanrtEs, Station rd, Manor Park, Essex, Butcher. May 9. 
Cook. Mark lane 
nee, Brindley st, Harrow rd. June 9. Tamplin & Co, Fen- 
Wa. on Brindley st, Harrow rd, Painter June 9 Tamplin & Co, Fen- 
urch 8' 
Warp, James, Shipley, Yorks, Butcher. April17. Fawcett & Co, Shipley and 


Wurst, Mary, Chapel st, Stroud. -June30. Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
‘WINGFIELD, ANNE PHILLIS, Upton, Notts. May12. R, & F. H. Taylor, Bolton 








Vea 2 ang have the HovsE PURCHASERS —_ ia, unceasing 
n' a house ive e Sani en oroug: an 
expe t from coouion t & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 


The Sanitary E: 
ster (Estab. 1875), who — undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ADV?. ) 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEastey, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
uffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ADvr.) 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, April 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asaagam, ew ~yry st, Knightsbridge, Furniture Dealer High Court 
‘et 
B SARAH, Seuthasn Dressmaker Portsmouth Pet Aprilii Ord April it 


APPLEBY, CHARLES FREDERICK. York, out of business York Pet April9 Ord 


AUSTIN, CHRISTOPHER, residence unknown, Mantle Manufacturer High Court 
Pet March 8 pe April 10 

BANSBACK, JOSEPH WILLIAM, and Wr114mM HENRY ROBINSON. pate end rd, 
Licensed Victuallers High Court Pet March 24 Ord April 


BICKERSTAFFE, Isaac, Bury, Lancashire, Ironmonger Bolton nah April9 Ord 
Baws, — Tuomas, York, Licensed Victualler York Pet April10 Ord 
10 


yo Scarborough, Goods Dealer Scarborough Pet 
April11 Ord April 11 
CHARLESWORTH, oa, Dewsbury, Yorks, Waste Dealer Dewsbury Pet April 


10 Ord April 10 
, CHARLES, waseetis on Tyne, Poultry Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
April 11 Ord A 
| J — ooh Cheapside, Foreign Importer High Court Pet April 
P 
DANIEL, THOMAS, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet Aprilé Ord April 9 


Dickson, JOHN BaTHurRsT, Foxton Vicswage, Leicester, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Leicester Pet April9 Ord April9 
Bumper, CHARLES WitL14M, Luton, Blocker Luton Pet April 9 Ord 


ELuIs, 5 Wellington, Hair Dresser Madeley Pet April9 Ord Apil9 
FE. ROBERT, a ter, Tottenham, Provision Dealer Edmonton Pet 
April10 Ord’April 10 
'LETCHER, FRANK DRAPER, Devenshive rd, Forest hill, Lately Butcher Green- 
oy Pet Marchs Ord April 10 
——— ae JOSEPH, Worthing, Painter Brighton Pet April 9 Ord 


Sang, Janes, Monmouth, Tobacconist Newport, Mon Pet April 11 Ord 


Jonna, ABRAHAM, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet April7 Ord April7 


JONES. JOSEPH, and — CHESWORTH, Neston, Cheshire, Auctioneers Birkenhead 
Ki Bet March 27 Ord Aprils t, Bromley by Bow, Oilman High Court Pet 
RELY, JOHN iN, 8 Ww, ourt Pe 

March 5 Ord April 9 aioe’ . 
Lgvy, mT a gens Ls Notting Hill, Glass Merchant High Court Pet 
WARD AvevsTUs, Manchester, Pianoforte Manufacturer Manchester 

Pet April 9 an SApri 10 

Wur114M, Brighton, Confectioner Brighton Pet April 1¢ 


nasi ae, Bardwell, Suffolk, Builder Bury St Edmunds Pet April il 


PARKER, HaNRY JOSEPH WADSLEY, Wedmore grdns, an Holloway, Pianoforte 
Dealer High Court Pet April10 Ord AD’ 

PaREINsON, WILLIAM, Bold Venture 7 rawshiawbooth, Cotton Manufac- 
turer Blackburn Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

, JAMES HENRY, Rathbone S Barking rd, Canning town, Hatter High 

Court Pet Aprili1 Ord A — 

RANDALL, be Hakzey, Sou’ Pork Butcher Portsmouth Pet April5 

pr 
RascH, Epwakp Wut114M, Teignmouth, Gent Exeter Pet April 11 Ord 


Ap ril 11 
Ruongs, Basan, Armley, Leeds, out of business Leeds PetAprilé Ord 


SEAGER, DANIEL, Chatham,Grocer Rochester Pet March 14 Ord April 9 
SEAGER, Sout, Trowbridge, Wilts, Retired Innkeeper Bath Pet Aprilii Ord 


SHarp, WILLIAM BREwsEsR, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet April9 Ord April9 
Guetion, eee Risely, Bedfordshire, Farmer Bedford Pet April 10 
— To Rawmarsh, Yorks, Draper Sheffield Pet April 10 Ord 
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|, aE Tedmorden, Fermer Burmley Pet April 11 Ord 
Beavis, JOH WHL22i%, Gateshead, Painter Newoastleoon Tyne Pet April 9 
srxm, ARCHIBALD, Harrogate, Wine Merchant High Court Pet April10 Ord 


TAYLOR, JONATHAN, Leeds, Grocer’s Assistant Leeds Pet April@ Ord April 9 
Twagen, Jom WiLIdaM, Coventey, Licensed Victualler Coventry Pet April 9 


WALLA yVuatam, New Mills, Derby, Tailor Stockport Pet Aprii9 Ord 


Ap 
Wris08, WILLA3t WaAvVELL, Landport, Corn Dealer Portsmouth Pet April 11 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in th: 
London Gazette of March 6, - ’ 


HNSON, HERBERT Saree, Ev Wi 
Jo meg eee Ay esham, orcester, Painter Worcester Pet 


FIRST MEETINGS. . 
Acar, GEORGE, Farndale, Yorks, Farmer April 20 at 2.30 Black Swan Hotel, 


nn SaRaH, Southsea, Milliner April 23 at 3.90 166, Queen st, Portsea 
CHARLES FREDERICK, York, eut of: business April 21 at 12 Off Reo, 
17, Blake st, York 
puoi yn wt Langley, Hereford, Builder April 20 at 11 George 
aie JOHN, Whitby, tb. or, Bootmaker April 20at12 Station Hotel, York 
iw, ALBERT, Lew Coal Merchant April 20 at 9.30 Spencer & Reeves, 
_ oO Pleasant Tunbridge W 
BanvEs, Fnawz, Goodge st, Tottenham ct rd, Baker April 20 at 2.30 33, Carey 
st, Lin 
BemaperArrs, Isaac, Bury, Lancs, Ironmonger April 25 at 11.30 16, Wood st, 


BaowE, pa Poi reg High Petergate, York, Licensed Victualler. April 24 at 
Buckmalt, 6 0 ‘Lunpsay, Maidenhead April 23 at 12 109, Victoria st, West- 


BrrorD, WIL114M, Barking rd, Canning Town, China Dealer April 20 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s = 
Cuscryom, HOEm, Horncastle,Grocer April 25 at 12.30 Deputy Off Rec, 2, St 
nedict’s sq, 
ee Garey st — cola inn High st, Hornsey, Ironmonger April 20 at12 33, 
are’ 
Neweastle on Tyne, Poultry Dealer April 24 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
ie ink lane, Newcastle on 
CrosHER, RICHARD, Leicester, late Hop Merchant April28at3 28, Friar lane, 


Yes ter 
Dantet, THOMAS, Bristol, Grocer April 25at12 Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
Dickson, JOHN BatuHurst, Foxton Vi Leicestershire, Clerk 1 
Orders April 24 at 12.30 = pene lane, - ae 
Downs, Exxs, High st, Epsom, Boot Dealer April 238 at 3 109, Victoria st, 
Wit11aM, Wellin: me, Eaton, Teptedeensee ril 23 at 1.30 Kn 
Littlewood, Wellington. Bhy s ee ae 8 
row lag sok WILLIAM, 8 Serpents Norfolk, Butcher April 2iat1 Off Rec, 


aaa st, og 
ILLIAM Henry, Beckington, Somersetshire, Baker April 25 at 12.30 
“ie chmbrs, Bristol 
GARDNER, ELEANOR, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Toy Dealer April 20at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs. Lincoln’s inn 
GORNALL, J a Thornton in Lonsdale, Farmer April2iat12 37, Stramongate, 
JAMES, Jamaica 


—— da 
st, Commercial rd, Licensed Victualler 
Api F) at ti il ,  ankranien pies, | as inn 


Hawes, WILLIAM, and JAMES Seaton rd, Weedington rd, 
.W., Grocers agri soatam Ee 4 a dgs, Lincoln 
Hit, CHARLES, ‘Alstonefield, Staffordshire, 4-4 Ly age. nil 2atii Off Rec, 23, 
King Edward st, Macclesfield 
meeee, EDWARD, Crewk erne, Somersetshire, Linen Draper April 20 at 2.30 Off 
ec, Salisbury 
HOPEINSON. EDWARD, Lincoln, Higgler April 25 at 12 Deputy Off Rec, 2, St 
Benedict’s sq, Lincoln 
IsHERWOOD, JOSEPH, Denton, Lancs, Hat o Matar April 28 at12 Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 
aan. ANDREW, Manchester, out ia business April 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Lockwoop, — Ln on Boar, Le Leicestershire, Grocer April 28 at 12.30 28, 
ne, 
mae, Gomer, Oa Castleford, Yorks, Billposter April20at11 Off Rec, Bond 


Pannen, te  Kavenpodd, Provision Merchant April 20 at 8 Off 


st, Pres 
Pav, Toate Chapel erpool, are April % at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


iverpoo! 
Prnry, JaMEs, Bedford, Hairdresser April 26at11 8, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 


me Day Rees, Aberystwith, Bootmaker April 24 at 8 Raven Hotel, Shrews- 
HARLES Rosaee Sen Grocer April 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
eS iy mg neoln’s inn : * ° 
Puaen, JAMRS, | Keadal, Westmoreland, Bootmaker April 21 at 11 87, Stramon- 
Rawparr. OmARLES Harry, Southsea, Pork Butcher April 23 at 3 166, Queen 


st, Portsea 
RyMER, RICHARD, Bristol, Builder April25at1 Bank chbrs, Bristol 
SEDGWIcK, Henry, Nottingham, Joiner April 20 at 11 Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
ment, Nottingham 
i, SS a ert ae tout April 25 at 3 Off Rec, 35, 
or Joux Dvpuzy, Sh Sheffield, Publican April 24at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
effie 
Tuomas, Sheffield, Builder April %at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shetf- 
arevan, JOHN WILLIAM, Gateshead, Painter April23at1i Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
=, Old Compton st, Soho, Bakers April 


iN, JOHN, and JAMES 
Commission Agent April 26 at 11 





STEVENSON, 
20 at 12 = Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ty Off Ree 48, h st, Boston 
Tgxsurt, J. Jaume, Denmars -— 4° 2 , aa April 23 at4 109, Victoria st, 


THOMAS, LLEWELLYN, Cardiff, Builder April 20 at2.80 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


Wans, James, Radford, Bettiaghem, Builder April20at12 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 





Wey, Warsaw ‘Wavani, Landport, Corn Dealer April 2at4 166, Queen st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALLIN, Sanau, Southsea, Dressmaker Portsmouth PetAprilii Ord April 11 
Arrams, 0 . Fishergate, York, out of business York Pet 
A , WALTER, 
, fmm gh a ap Achberns, Devtjehive, Parmer Burton on Trent 
Banwns, Ganon, Streatiam Park, Streatham, Buflder Wandsworth Pet March 


Se ee eee York Pet March 12 Ord April 10 
Wr11aM J. Essex, Chemical Manufacturer Chelmsford 
Pet Feb 29 Ord april 


Buaoy. & SaMUBL FatLows, Penfold at, Camberwell, Olerk High Court Pet 


ril 10 
ovale Joan, Waltecanow, China Dealer Exeter Pet March 91 Ord April 11 
CHAPMAN, WILLIAM, Rayleigh, Essex, Farmer Ohelmsford Pet Feb 9 Ord 


23 
OLark, JostaH, Braintree, Essex, Oabinet Maker Chelmsford Pet March 15 


ve ag! ana , Newcastle on Tyne, Poultry Dealer NewcastleonTyne Pet 
on ew on 
‘April 11 Ord April 11 
Daiaz, Jom, Focaer , Cheapside, Foreign Importer High Court Pet April 
7 
Dart, Pee ARTE orecer Bristol Pet Aprilé Ord April 11 
Dees, 3 HARBY, Birmingham, Music Seller Birmingham Pet March 15 Ord 
Winns, Wellington, Salop, Hairdresser Madeley Pot April 7 Ord 
Fanpax, Witt24M, Dilham, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich Pet Feb % Ord Feb 24 
F RoBERT, b pMeitians ten, Tottenham, Provision Dealer Edmonton Pet 


vow Va Li Ord Qpedl Swaffham, Norfolk, Butcher King’s Lynn Pet 


sees Ord April 9.” 
ave ee Le Cae ap Ce Birmingham Pet 
rs Guonax, North Shields, Boat Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 


Alstonefield, Stafford, Farmer Macclesfield Pet April 6 Ord 
April 11 


Hoiianps, W H, Drayton rd, COroydemn Oroydon Pet Febi7 Ord Aprils 
am | gprvilenggmissage ovis Brighton Pet April 9 Ord 


pes: m Den eam, Nigh Momsfactarer Ashton under Lyne and 

e Pet March 

Ny Orde ankesme Dosset Gent Poole Pet Marché Ord April 11 
ridge, Somerset, Licensed Victualler Bridgwater 

ver Fet March 1 Ord April 


JONES, ABRAHAM, Cardiff Grocer Cardiff Pet April7 Ord April9 


MorGan FxxpEnicx oz Seeele Bristol, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet March 17 
Ord 1 
Penny, James, Bedford, Hairdresser Bedford Pet March 27 Ord April 11 


ame — 9 = Hakrkry, Southsea, Pork Butcher Portsmouth Pet April 5 
Ru, JAMES, oN oP are to st, Lambeth, Omnibus Proprietor High Court Pet 
RHODES, Denzaxrm, {em out of business Leeds Pet Aprilé Ord April 11 
Rosrnson, Joun, Sleaford, Lincs, Draper Boston Pet March 20 Ord April9 
Suarp, WILLIAM BREWER, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet April9 Ord April9 


ARTHUR WILLIAM, Liverpool, Estate Agent Liverpool Pet Oct 3 Ord 
April 10 
Sramponn, Baocm, Hownert, . Mon, Tinplate Manufacturer Newport,Mon Pet 

March 17 

SrTzavzE, THOMAS, Sh d, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 25 Ord April 11 
TayLor, JONATHAN, Leeds, Grocer’s Assistant Leeds Pet April? Ord April 9 
Tuomas, LLEWELLYN, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet April5 Ord April 9 
Ware, & Gucees, Stramahall, Staffs, Grocer Burton on Trent Pet March 17 


WaLLACE mazax, New Mills, Derby, Tailor Stockport Pet April 9 Ord 


9 
Waueier, HeEsky, Preston, Plumber Preston Pet March? Ord April 10 
Wrtu1s, THomas James, Liverpool, Mantle Manufacturer Liverpool Pet March 


9 April 11 
Wrzs08, WrtLiaM WAVELL, Landport, Hants, Corn Dealer Portsmouth Pet 


Ord April 11 
wre Ohanres Witte 4 Queen Victoria st, Picture Dealer High Court 
Pet March13 Ord Ap 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gasette.—TuEsDAY, April 17. 
Baker, Roser, Birmingham, Inventor Birmingham Pet March 5 Ord April 12 
BELLAS, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Implement Dealer Stockton on Tees and 


Py = sagt Bet Apuil it Org apr Ipswich Pet Aprili3 Ord 


April 13 
Bunton, EW FaAyELae, Billinghay, Lincolnshire, Farmer Boston [et April 
Bam. ‘CHARLES FREDERICK, Swansea, Fruit Merchant Swansea Pet April 9 


9 
Boosar OauLEs, Southend, Fruiterer Chelmsford Pet Aprili4 Ord April 14 


Bovutp, Henry, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 
WIN STAFFORD, eek Raley 6, SSE, Poulterer High Court 


DO Neem is Och April 13 
Bors, HiT, Bast Oxted. Farmer Oroydon Pet April 12 Ord April 12 


way, Howden, Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet 
aoe Be ean ihe Kod 2d, Mariner High Court Pet Aprili4 Ord 
Ca ‘ames, Aberdare, Hosier Aberdare Pet Aprilis Ord April 13 
paageany ten vr nari Walsall Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 

CoorzR, FREDERICK, Oldbury, Farmer Oldbury Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 
Ounris, Wii2aM, Belgeave, Boot Manstactares Leicester Pet Aprilit Ord 


Davida, Guonom Mans, Mincing lane, Colonial Merchant High Oourt Pet 
Davros aay sxgy, Westwoodside, Linoslashire, Carrier Lincoln Pet April 12 








W FREDERICK 
— puto Loreen, Canterbury, Hosier April?i1at12 Bankruptcy 





Dossos, Gnas, Leloester, Chemist Leicester Pet April12 Ord April 12 
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Ex, James DONALD, Doncaster, Clerk Sheffield Pet April12 Ord April 12 


Fusmine, Wit11aM D. and JOHN WILLIAMSON yum, Rawdon, nr Leeds, 
Stuff Merchants B: ord Pet Aprili1 Ord April 11 
Gazz, CoRNELIVS, Exminster, Innkeeper Exeter Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 


Harmer, Josian, phew sncton Tailor Greenwich Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 
EpwIn, eas Benne, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Builders Neath 
Pet —*. 11 wise Apri 12 


voaee, Janz, St Mary Bourne, Hants, Butcher Salisbury Pet 
April it Ord April 11 


mae ~| JOHN , Waterloo, Lancs, Engineer Liverpool Pet April 10 
Jeumuan, 2 tm JosEPH, Luton, no occupation Luton Pet April 12 Ord 
Kay, Ea Cuisntes, Preston, Hairdresser Preston Pet April 12. Ord April 12 
Kms, ye Kelvedon, Essex, Sadd'er Colchester Pet April 14 Ord 
comane - > pe Cardiff, Commission Agent Bristol Pet April 12 Ord 


Law, fo Wim, Hadleigh, Essex, Baker Chelmsford Pet Aprili3 Ord 
1 


: aowane, Mow ¢ Cavendish st, Doctor of Medicine High Court Pet 
'e 

ie _ Pilicheldever, Hants, Surgeon Winchester Pet Amil 12 
Ord pril 


rr ; Hanes, St Leonard’s on Sea, Plumber Hastings Pet April 14 Ord 
OrpisH, WILLIAM, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet Aprili4 Ord April 14 
Prac, WILLIAM, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 


Fousos. ae Horncastle, Lincs, Butcher Lincoln Pet April 11 Ord 


Rawintene Joun, Grange over Sands, Lancs, Manure Agent Ulverston and 
Barrow in Furness Pet April13 Ord April 13 
REDFERN, yA hy Heywood, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet April12 Ord April 12 


James COLE, Penstenton, Huntingdonshire, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet April 18 _ Ord April 13 
ScorT, poe pence Doctor of Medicine Huddersfield Pet April 13 
ord 1 


ILLIAM THO: h Ay Kens n, Coffee house k 
Court Pet “April 1 r at ie 14 ens ape 
STaRBUCK, ee Birkenhead, Wagon Builder Birkenhead Pet April 12 
Ord vril 
UILLAUME, Mark lane, Commission Merchant High Court Pet 
ag TH 18 Ord April 13 
noe Travmere, Oheshire, Beerseller Birkenhead Pet April 13 


ter =? Jeux. The Delph, nr ea Staffordshire, Master Boatman 

rbridge Pet Aprilit Ord April 

r MFTEERAD. HENRY, Sheffield, Glass Dede Sheffield Pet April 12 Ord 
P 


beens — ‘Joaure, Llianelly, Ropemaker Oarmarthen Pet April 14 Ord 
P 
The penta amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
ndon Gazette of Feb 28. 
2 < Wiu1am, Dilham, Norfolk, Grocer Toren Pet Feb 24 Ord 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London tte of April 13. 
Reuse, Joan Avpunson, Ida st, Bromley by Bow, Oilman High Court Pet 


5 Ord April9 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Brrr, CHARLES FREDERICK, Swansea, Fruit Merchant April %at12 Off Rec, 

6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Berxias, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Implement Dealer April 25 at 12.45 Sta- 
Bo: eee aoa ddi Gi itershi f b 

LTER, THOMAS, Kleddington. Gloucestershire, out of business April 24 
Crown Hotel, Chipping Norton, Oxfordshire we 
, HENRY, , Harrogate, Grocer April 27 at 12.15 Off Rec, York 


Cammne ™ oy cto eam, | by eae rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent April 24 

ati 8 

CHARLESWORTH. JouN, Dewsbu Yorks, Waste Dealer Ap 124at Rec. 
Bank chbrs, Batle m ° oe . 

CHARNOOK, JONATHAN, Tyersel, nr Bradford, Manufacturer April 25at11 Off 

81, Manor row, ord 
Conwor, = <a eemenee Grocer April 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Dares, Ss - + HuMPHREY, Leeds, Confectioner April 2%at11 Off Rec, 


Lincoln 
row, Leeds 
DHONAN, JOHN, Pi Prospect pl, Woolwich, Baker April25at3 109, Victoria st, 


Ems, SAMUEL, ~ are green, Stockwell, Traveller April 96 at 11 33, Carey 


st, soe 
FLEMING. oy "DANIEL NIEL, and JOHN WILLIAMSON FRasER, Bradford, 
Merchants April 25 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Braifo . ind 
ees us, Exminster, Devon, Innkeeper April 27 at 11 Castle of Exeter, 


—— ARTHUR HENRY, Sparsholt rd, —- hill, Commercial 
Apri 26 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s wae 
a he ene ge Lineolnshire, ‘Former April 25 at 2 Off Rec, 3, 
aven iby 
Hauzicgy, Maky, and ALFRED Ceci Hatiicsy, Fal 
at 13" Off Rec, Boscawen a Truro : a aneee. AGUS 9 


~s , Cubitt Town, Grocer April 24 at 12 33, 
man. * .— ca Corn Merchant. April 24 at 12 Clinton Arms 
Ho Ww. H., Drayton rd, Croydon April 2 at 3 109, Victoria st, West- 
nee} —y~* tam St Mary Bourne, Hampshire, Butcher April 25 at 3 
InxKPEnN, ong oe — Worthing, Painter April 2%5at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
JACOBS, JAMIN, . Bhefield iy Agent April 27 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fi fields 
Jonzs, ABRAHAM, Cardiff, Grocer April 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


om, maamaap Da Ashton on Mersey, Cheshire, Beer Retail 

ff Rec, en’s chmbrs, Brid dae o, Maneheoter - ae 
Kay, Jou Cuanisa. nm, Lancashire, aaa an April 25 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
Krxa, Tatas E Kelvedon, Essex, Saddler April 28 at 11 Townhall, Colchester 
eg, Wit1iaM, Cardiff, Commission Agent April 28 at 12 Bank chmbrs, 


Lannen, Soun Wiraam, Agitepery, Carpenter April 90 at 11.30 Obenhy Ont 


Lovesiin, Micuazt, Bemerton st, Caledonian rd, Rag Merchant April 6 at 
1t . Liacoln’s ian 
Marceson,, J ances H HENRY, Italian Opera House, Covent Garden, Operatic 


M April 24 = ae mts eee bldgs, Portugal st, Liacoln’s inn fields 
—_ Pax, Laceby, 1 Gardener April 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 3, 
ven st, t Grims 


NELMEs, , JOUR ALF&ED, Holmer, Hereforshire, Farmer April 27 at 10 2, Offast, 
Herefo 
PEACH, WILLIAM, Bath, Grocer May 2at2 Cannon et Hotel 


Reeves, 
Possess. 2 J AMES, Horneastle, Butcher April 25at1 Deputy Off Rec, 2, St Bene 


Reprana, Auras, Heywood, Lancashire, Joiner April 26at 11.30 16, Wood 
ton 


Rupwax, Alvuap, jun, Bullen rd, Clapham, out of business April 26 at 3.30 109, | 
Ross, AR’ Isaac Cripps, and Henry Cripps, Bermondsey, Size Makers © 
April aa teseat Carey st, a Lanosin'e iam 

eamune "5 AMES CO: 
Court, Peter boroug! 


SEAGER, JOHN, frowteites, Wits, 9 Petired Innkeeper April 26 at 3.30 Foley & 
ns, the Mart, Crow eft, Ge 
SHarp, WILLIAM BREWER, Guseter April 27 at 2 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


‘ardiff 
Smiru. ineficld Rawmarsh, Yorks, Draper April 25 at 2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
i~) 
ARRIS, Commercial st, Pastrycook April 26 at 12 Bankruptey 
bidgs, sige Lincoln's i inn 


Srewakp; Jony, Gt Grind, lately Smackowner April 25 at 12 Off Reo, 8, 
r Haveo st, gy oe 
'AYLOR, 


TWIGGER, JOuN ieniae: Coven Licensed MS ay April 27 at 10,80 
Edward Thomas Peirson, Off Be, 17. Hertford st, Cov 


WaLuiacz, WILLIAM, New oo ese ‘April 25 at 11.15 Off Rec, 
County chimbrs Market a 8 
— ARTHUR, 


hton, China Merchant April 24 at 1 Bank 
Pe. Port st, Lincoln’s inn 
WEBBED, K, Sheffield, Joiner April 25at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


wane © oy as Holloway rd, Cheesemonger April 26 at 12 33, Carey 
WILLIAMS, SAMUEL BRANTON, Cardiff, Beerhouse Manager April 27 at 3 Off 
Rec, 29. Queen st, 
Yorx. GEorGE, and WALTER JoHN TRUSTRUM, Stanhope st, Euston rd, Saw Mill 
ana April 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
BEiias, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Im panes Dealer Stockton on Tees and 
Lng ay & Bay i 12 Ord A 
ey —~ ye Greengrocers’ j 3 Ipswich Pet April13 Ord 
pril 
BENTON, ties ation Billinghay, Lincolnshire, Farmer Boston Pet 
April 14 Ord April 14 
BEER, Crit FREDERICK, Swansea, Fruit Merchant Swansea Pet April? 
BouLp, HENRY, Teasoeente, Grocer York Pet Aprili2 Ord April 13 


Bowen, _ Sepeapen, North Audley st, Poulterer High Court Pet April 
13 D: 

BRaDBROOK, FRANK YOUNG, Seeatiend, Essex, Corn Merchant High Court 
Pet March 27 Ord April 1 

BROADBENT, JOHN, Hyde, ales 7 ) Moamtnotuser Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybridge. | Pet April 6 Ord A 

Snowe. tw THOMAS, ork, Liceeee” Victualler York Pet April 10 Ord 

Pp 
BURROWS 


rm as tel tel Howien, Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet 
P Ord 
CHRISTIE, ALEXANDER, rie endrd, Mariner High Court Pet Aprili4 Ord 


April 14 
Cuan OT AMES, Aberdare, Hosier Aberdare Pet Aprili3 Ord April 18 
OLARKE, THOMAS, Walsall, Staffs, Currier Walsall Pet Aprili2 Ord April 14 
CORCORAN, JAMES, PETER CORCORAN, and Sasmeas CoRCcORAN, Manchester, 
Masons Manchester Pet April4 Ord April 18 
eer ve Westwoodside, Tiscstadiiva Carrier Lincoln Pet April 12 


pril 12 
DEOUAS, JONR, Prospect pl, Woolwich, Baker Greenwich Pet Marchi3 Ord 


ELLIs, FaacEs DonaLD, Doncas‘er, Clerk Sheffield Pet April12 Ord April 12 
Gar, Coguasaen, Exn.inster, Devon, Innkeeper Exeter Pet April 13 Ord 
Pp 


LDSMITH, THOMAS BorovuGH, Ella rd, Crouch hill, Insurance Agent High 
Court Pet April é Ord April 12 
GRAVES, Cnanae Pee ry verpocl, Commercial Traveller Liverpool Pet 
pr 
HAYWARD, ROBERT, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Feb 27 Ord April 14 


Jeunes, BOW, ond Jus JEREMIAH BEBB, Bristol, Lamp Merchants Bristol Pet 
Pp Pp 
Kay, JOHN CHARTES, Teoticn, Hairireseer Preston Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
KELLY, JoHN ANDERSON. Ida st, Bromley by Bow, Oilman High Court Pet 
March5 Ord April 12 
KING. eS and K antag Essex, Saddler Colchester Pet April 14 Ord 
Ae 


” Ord a April 12 
y, Famsenron, *rmomas, Green lanes. Wood green, Grocer Edmonton 
Pet M u Sherer Hi pshire, Surgeon Winchester Pet April 1% 
er, Ham: mn chester Pet 
Ord April 12 : 


we my Ramsgate, Licensed Victualler Canterbury Pet March 9 
ORDISH, Witt, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Poosos, Jaume, Horncastle, Lincs, Butcher Lincoln Pet April 11 Ord 
Rawigieon, somm Grange o Lancs, M Agen and 
Barrow in Furness Pet ‘April ann Ord April 13 a > one 
Lancs, Joiner 


REDFERN, y tty Heywood, Bolton Pet April 12 OM 
April 13 














beanie a Vternary Surgeon April 24 at 1.15 County hall, © 3 


PEEKE. GEORGE, eerie Kent, Nurseryman April 25at 2.30 Spencer & 


Gun. Varoaden, vee Farmer May 2 at 12 County 
SEAGER, DANIEL, High st st, Chatham, Grocer April 80 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, | 


senna ~~ Ag Clevedon, Somerset, Gent April 25 at 12 83, Carey st, Lin 


enge, Carpenter April 26 at 2.30 109, Victoria st, West. 7 


Westbury on Trym, Commission Agent Bristol Pet April 
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PHOVIDENT LIFE Fe sUe, 


Proposals w: 
amounting to's £539,861, 
and Policies 
upon which were £16,012; these fi 
cTease upon 
Policies 


£ in the new annual Premiums. 
of £10,070 upon the amount for 1886 
The Ann 


crease of £15,344. 


terms of the 

a Valuation of the 

Assurance 

Sa susplas of £461, 123 4s. 4d., yielding, 

of Coastise 

allotted to the various Policies entitled to Bonus. 
KINNAIRD, Chairman. 


April 21, 1888. 
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Biirwgeta, Tuontat, address untnown, Greengrocer fish Dourt Pet Feb 17 
PANBOM, Lee a Cus, Fenstanten, Huntingdon, Farmer Peterborough Pet 
SAVIN, ‘ord, Grocer Oxford Pet March5 Ord A 10 

SEAGER, JOHN, bridge, Wilts, Retired Innkeeper Bath Aprili1 Ord 
sunravunr, Wrnszax, Nottingham, Mining Engineer Nottingham Pet March 
Gurees, Woe nS on mas, High st, st, Kensington, Coffee house Keeper High 


TSAFSKI, Oomnmeneaal k h Court Pet 4 
Bocmares Neri 13 a Pastrycook Hig April 


ANSFIELD, RICHARD, Todmorden, Farmer Boveley Pet A 11 Ord Aprilit 
ScADOKLAND, MARIANNE, York, Proprietress York Pet it 


sranor, GRORGE, Birkenhead, Wagon Builder Birkenhead Pet April 12 Ord 
Teomreon, Wri Ht Le Nowtows, Montgomery, Tobacconist’ Newtown 
THORNE, mass Jom JOHN i, Dkchampton, Devon, Ironmonger East Stonehouse 
TwiecED, a Ae Licensed Victualler Coventry Pet April 
W. a Ord et vr TY upon Hull, Engineer Kingston upon Hull Pet 

ac HENRY. Sheffield, Glass Dealer Sheffield Pet April 12 Ord 
cag cK, Langham st, Portland pl High Court Pet Dec 2 Ord 


Waren, Bu ve Bastbourne, Widow Eastbourne and Lewes Pet March 28 


» Wrart, anny, Denmark ter, Southall Green, Southall, Oilman Windsor Pet 


Ord A 
DJ UDICATION ANNULLED. 
iN, ADAM. jun, Gateshead, Innkeeper Newcastle on Tyne Adjud Feb 8 
pod April 13 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
April 24.—Messrs. EpmunD Rosins & Hinz, at the Mart, Freehold Residence 
see advertisement, April 7, p. 378). 
25.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BouUsFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.. 
old Estates and Freehold | Properties (see advertisement, Apeitve 7. Pp. - 
ape 65 —Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
m— Ground-rents and Leasehold Property (see sbveniamens April 7, 
Abril 27 .—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold 


ites (see advertisement this week, p. 414). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


i barratcat law of otting-hill, the wife of Henry Herbert 


at-law, of a son, 
yh at Kensington-gate, W., the wife of Lawrence Jackson, 


My = 1 ot ero of Ni Micklem, barrister-at-law, of a son. - 
a me f the wife of F. 0. £ sr, solici- 
hh 1 _ Wi » of Edward Turner, - 
ee eet pte wr ny estminster, the wife : 
Daver—Sensepon pa ag at at PARRIAGES. ant Ghose, Middiston, yan 
DroensLompackapel 6 e¢ Aymagh, ginal » beerte- 
ter-at-Law, to to Rimi, Geushter of James Lmale, ot 
WHuuston—WHEELDON. ser & Seonge Whendon, of Der solicitor, 
to Mary Elizabeth. d 
DasENT.—A’ n County 6 ioe ae a ohn Bury Dasent, late Judge of Bow 
and one. 


Gorpon.—April 2, poet De _ solicitor, aged seventy-five 


= 10, at jin Tomes Japan, Russell Robertson, Assistant- 





The Subscription to the Soucrtoes’ Jovnwan te—Town, 268. 6d. ; 
Coun'sy, 288. 6d, ; with the Wuxxiy Ruronrsr, _ 
vance snc wes Double Numbers and and Postage. 
their Volumes tound at the - fice—cloth, 2e. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 














ROBES 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 








FOR auzrEn’ 8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigsana< Gomunter Regieienns,' Town Clerks, 





FIRE!! BURGLARS!! EDE AND SON, London Gazette. 
JOHN TANN’S) 20:5 QMS MAaKEes,| perm com att ope 
A EE < To Her Mafesty, ibe Taste Chapeait the Whole of meidean: og Si. 





COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 


(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 











50, REGENT STREET, LONDON Cheneass Z 
Alctract'of Annual and Quinguonnial Report’ of the | Notice is, Hereby Given 
See 17th Feoruary, 1 Law 
received for ew Assurances 


Of these 954 were accepted, 
granted for £462,263, the annual Premiums 

gures show an in- 
the year 1886 of 101 in the number be of th 
» £76,683 in the amount assured, and 


for £77,688 were declined or not com- The following 


The Claims for the year were £239,278, an increase 


e is now £319, 719. The total 
unds at the close of the year were £2,501,299, an in- 


r Henry 
The Hon. Hallyburton 


Charles Kaye Freshfield, 
George Upton Robins, 


The Audito: 
Edward ee 


Octavius Leefe, Eeq. 


On the 3ist of December last was completed another 
uennial period, and in accordance with the 
Béth Clause of the Deed of Constitution, 
Liabilities under all Policies of 
has been made by the A 
The Valuation of the Assets and Liabilities results 
after ee 
aside the —— reserve provided for under the 
m, £6,804 188. to the 8) 3; while | 9) 
reversionary value of £218 754 i4s, 2d. will be 





By order of the 


LAW FIRE INSURANCE OFFIOE, 114, 
-lane, penton, Sone 1 


G of the Shareholders of the 
will be held 

couse, 

day May next, to n the 
room of the like number of Directors who 9 8o, out by 
ey -y also to elect Four Auditors in the room 
e number who retire, and for general 
P The Chair will be taken at one o’clock p: 


Directors, 
ctigtie, and offer themselves for re-election :— 
Fox > Frederi 


er are eligible, and offer 


Board of Directors, 
EORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s,, and £8 58, | oo ag gowns, | Mondays and Thursdays ... to 415 p.m. 5s, 
pe RPORATION ROBES, QHIVESITY AND “AND. CLERGY Hecate sod Peliye”™, 8 at 2 sat 
ll, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C, | —® CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


REYNELL & SON, 
“*London Gazette” and General Advertising 
Contractors, 


44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812, 


LAY UNION Ay and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE — 4 


the ANNUAL 





recisely. 
going out by rotation, are 


erick Morgan, Eeq. 
Henry Salusbury inil- 


Wile Melmoth 


EsTABLISHED 
ee ioctl Waited 
hich transacts both Fire and Life Instrum Boon 


alters, Esq. 216, CHANCER a LANEY LONDON, W.C. 
William Williams, Esq. The Fenton hentend Se Subscribed amount to 

Chairman—J. Gunsen Esq., of Middle 

William Tanner Neve, ty Temp! Barrister-at-Law. 
Elaira Hugh White- F’Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’ s-ir toida, oo 
h Esq. vite attention to the New Form of 
themselves for re- | Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 
Policies of Insurance the contin- 
gency of Issue at 








[MPERIAL — enna UUma- 


Estatll 
Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, 8.W. 
Subsets 


"HK SUCIKTY of AOUVUUNLAN Id aad 


lished "1808, 


Pai supe ” £300,000 


Capital, £1,200,000; 
ted Funds over at 
E. COZE 


Total Invested 


vestigation 


SMITH, 
Manager. 





Advance of of Money 





ste UNIUN — COMPANY, 


The Public > Taste of Debentures or Share 
Subscribing for New Issues; the 


bear the strictest in- 
Capital ; 





HOME £ for the TREATMENT and OURE 
INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 








AUDITORS. (Incorporated 1885.) The vaiom he ng on Approved Assets. Spot House, 

Soe Garociotes of this Society practice i all parts of meme, aes 2 accountants would juded. a a Limited number — 
the Uni om, and are styled “ Inco find this Company a good ined ‘or the purpose of | Billiard room, wn tennis abtainere Terms 
Seapuatenia Lists of the Members and nfor- of cHents. p mena of obtain- ae whole sta staff as ses 6 
Fatica may be obtained 7s soyencay ing Ro pain Nay se oe gga 

on Mis MAR’ ae ooretary- ” "SOHN FILBY, Secretary. perinvedent e. mywaren, Yok O8.8- and Sidanne, 
, Offices : 4, King-street, Oheepeiia, Ls ao E 11, St. Helen’s-place, Bishopsgate-st., "London, E.O. | | Sellelsone, la, Geeee ictoria-street, Londen. 


4t4 = 


THE SOLICITORS’ sOURNAL. 


Aptil 2 f, 1638, 








elephone No, 1,669. Tel hic address, ‘‘ Akaber. 
. on.””—Sales for the Year 1888. ; 

ESSRS- "BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ES- 
TATES, Investments, Town, peparven and Country 


Bea, ever yemiae Beilding J a, Ground 

Rents, and other es, will 

}- 4 he | at the Mart, x Wheksmeeee Be C., as 
ows 

Fri lay, A 4 Friday, June 29 | Friday, Sept 21 


ay 4 Friday, July 13 | rides? Oct 12 
, May is Friday, July 20 26 
y, Aug 3 day, Nov 16 


ug 
friday, Aug 24 day, Nov 30 
y, Sept 7 day, Dec 14 
can be held on days besides those above 
specified.No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E 


CRICKLEWOOD, D, MIDDLESEX. — 
Residence and 10 acres of gro 
ESSKS. BAKER & SONS will fSkLL b 
AUCTION, at the MART, on_FRIDA 
APSIL 2, a4 1 wo, (unless reviouss sold privately’, 
valuable FREEHOLD R NTIAL or BUIL 
ING te situate at Soke three minutes’ 
e-hill Station of Midland Railway and 10 
_— a Brondesbury Station, comprising a 
substantially-built family residence, known as Oak- 
lands, con aoe reception rooms, 12 bed rooms ; 
ling, ou’ ces, attractive pleasure — 
SER and paddock, in all about ten acres, a 
to the main Edgware-road, and oz y 






























































Ss for the occupation of a business man or 
es eye for build purposes. 
of Messrs. Corse Moesop, Solicitors, 
Rn a E.C., and Wandsworth, 8.W.; and 
of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-strect, E.C, 


CITY ROAD. 

At a nominal reserve.—By order of the Mortgagee. 
ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will SELL 

by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on 
FRIDA Pe WY 21, at TWO, in One Lot, a 
PROFIT RENTA L of £500 per annum, arising from 
eix shove om and two. blocks of dwellings, Anown as 
Easley aoe and Nos. 226, 228, 250, 232, 234, and 
ke A opposite St. Luke’s Vestry-hall. 
Lacecha id for an unexpired term of 40 years, at a 
moderate speues: -rent, the value of which must 


yearly 

Bloomer, Esq., Solicitor, 33, 
John-street, Siete, W.C.; and of the Auc- 
tioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 


TOOLEY STREET. 
By order of bg ee ae agees.—At a nominal reserve, 
pp 3 bp arehouses, of the rental value 


AT ESSES. | BAKER & SONS will SELL 
y 2 SP OTIOn, at the Pag ey E.C., on FkI- 
DAY, APRIL + t TWO, in One Lot, a ” valuable 
iong LEASE HOLD PSTATE, Now s5 and ey, ‘Looley’ 
Feng compesuas two well-built warehouses, of 
~ dsome — — each P vege | —— 
a sementa, e@ ground floor being 
and ood, plate-glass shop front, most conveniextly 
placed in the best end of Tooley-street, close to the 
vermin of the Brighton and South-Eastern Railways 
and to London Bridge and the river. Wuth pesses- 
sion. Leasehold for a term of 99 years from 25th 
December, 1873, at a moderate ground-rent. Neariy 
the whole of the purchase-money can remain ou 
mo1 sired. 
Particulars of Messrs. Oliver Jones, eT & Co., 
Seeeibors, 5, Cook-street, Liverpool; and of the Auc- 
tioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-street, £.0. 














SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1888. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES” Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business mises, 
Building Land, *Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
and, in the City f London, as follows; — 
Tues., April2#4 | Tues., June 19 ES Pate Aus x 
Aug 21 
ug 28 
Tues., outs 
Tues., Oct 23 





Tues., June 12 


Tues., Aug 7 
Auctions can also be held on other days. "In order to 
insure proper publicity, due notice should be given. 
The period between such notice and the proposed auc- 
tion must considerably depend upon the nature of the 
roperty to be sold. A printed scale of terms can be 
fad ad at 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 


No. 1,50: 

Y — DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
rn FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ZSTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments ——- 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
rbtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
&.C., or will be sent by post in return for three stamps.— 
Particulars for inserticc should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month. 


Re J. B. Payne, Esq., de:eased. 
Belgravian Leasehold Estate. —2 and 4, Gerald-road, 
65, » 8, | 69, 73, 75, Elizabeth-street, aud 1, Chester- 


Janes FREYBERG begs to announce that 

he has SOLD all this Property to some of his 
Clients by Private Contract before the Sale Day ; bis 
next Auction will at Folkestone, meanwhile he 
will be glad to receive instructions to Sell Property 
any hing .—Agency Offices, 41, Chester-square, Bel- 
gravia, 8. 


THE BROOKS’ COLLECTION.—The attention of 
all patrons of Art is respectfully called to a SALE 
ONE odo. on TUESDAY NEXT, APRIL 4%, at 
O o’cloc’ 

EsSSRS. FLETCHER & CO. will SELL, 

Av. at 15, QUEEN VICTORIA-STREET (4 doors 

from the Mansion Hous e), a choice and recherché 

collection of RARE REMARQUE ARTIST r ROOF 

ETCHINGS and Proof Engravings, many of which, 

not having been published, come before the public in 

all their freshness of subject, and bear the signatures 
of the various wel!-knuwn Artists and Eugravers. 

Che property of B. Brooks & Sons. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT ‘and 
il SURVEYOR LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANCERY LAN LANE, is is prepared: to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and Leasehol Properties by Auction on 
moderate terms. The Management of ee and 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 
Others 


ARRISTERS and “Seeking 
CHAMBERS close to the Law Courts.—A 
splendid Suite of two, , or five rooms to be Let, 
in a fine Building quite near the Law Courts, and 
adjvuining the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit. Lighted 
by electric light and every convenience; moderate 
rent.—Apply at the Collector’s Office, in ‘the Hall of 
63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 











, KEN 
In the b Court ot ‘ ae —_ Division, 
Lucas v, ply er 4 acres of Freehold Marsh Lana 
M2: A LRM BAKER (of the firm ot 
Messrs, Baker & Sons), the person appointed 
by the Honourable Mr. Justice Kay, the Judge w 
Court this case is attached, will SELL hy 
AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY 
PRIL 27th, at TWO, in One t, a valuable 
FREEHOLD ESTATE, comprising 43} acres ot 
highly ay ae arable marsh land, situate ia « 
tence in the Great Beach Level, adjoining the 
Willow Manor Way, midway betweeu Belvedere anu 
Abbeywood Stations on South-Eastern Railway. Li 
on lease for an unexpired a of six years at the 
very low rent of £64 per an: 
Particulars of Messrs. Fielder & Sameer, ree 8 


-atreet, Doctors’-commun »; of E. k. 
leat 


Rosle. Esq., Solicitor, 5. Hrederick’s-p Uld Jewry 
E.O. ; ar Tr nee 4 a ve a nw Solicitors. 
Darti Kent; an e Auctioneers, 11 

Victoria-ttreet, 0. alee 





pots KENT, 
t acres 
ESSRS. BAKER & SUNS will SELL by 
AUCTION, at the ae, E.C., on FRIDAY, 
APRIL 27th, at 1 WO, in One Lot, a valuable FREE: 
— a comprising Y adjolning th of building 
P gs iatel = the Belveder. 
a Fy South Railway. baving 
Se hetero — 
y tripe for te velopment, and 
eee Sdapred 3 or creation of queube- sents or 


fe and plans of Me Bridger & f Ben, 
"0. ; ad ‘of the A mueden ta Geen 
5 0. ’ ’ 
Fi i: e Auctioneers, 1 een 





} Police), 9, Adam-street, Strand, 





SOLLOlTORS.—A fine Suite of Ottices 
(three or five Rooms) to be Let, at New Stone- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, close to the Law Courts 
and the Chancery-laue Safe Deposit ; lighted by elec- 
tric light; every convenience ; moderate rent. Ose of 
elegant Arbitration Rooms in same Building at re- 
tuced Terms. rei ly at the Uollector’s Office, ia the 
Ha | of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 


FFIOCES to be LET. — Some 8 splendid 
Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Uhancery-lane 
tate Deposit; lighted by ‘electric light, and with 
very convenience ; moderate rent; well suited for a 
solicitor, law stationer, or patent "agent. —Appl at 
the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, U 
cery- lane. 
ere and OHAMBERS, — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 
(opposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
‘urnished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.— 
Apply to Messrs. Launby & Co., Chartered Ascount- 
ants, on the premises. 


I as SULLOLTOKS KEMOUOVING.— High- 
eomeetonn Chambers to Let at 63, Lin- 
coln’s-inn- eam on. an Cay =! fire-proof, sanitary, 
and well-ligh ding ; strong roums, bydraulic 
safety li't, mals corriuors, speaking tubes, hall 
porter, and resident housekeeper ; may be viewed at 
any time. 


ELECTIVE OFFICES (Oid- established) 

—Divoree, Libel, Fraud, Watching meme, 
and all classes of INQUIRIES. pecial Terms to 
Soiicitors. Experienced Maie and Female Detectives. 
—HERBERT G. TRACE (late Ins +2 Metropolitan 
ondon. 














NEW SOUTH WALES GOVERNMENT 34 / 
PER CENT. INSCRIBED STOCK.—19I8 
ISSUE OF £3,500,000 


Repayable at Par 1st September, 1918. 


First Dividend, being Six Months’ Interest, payable | 
ist September, 1888. 


MINIMUM PRICE OF ISSUE £102 PER CENT. 


Authorized by the Pantiament OF Naw Sourg / 
WALES under Act 48 Vict. No, 26, 1884, for the construg. © 
tion 0, Railways and wot ther Public Works, and secured” 
upon a of the Colony. } 


THE GOVERNOR AND OOMPANY of the 
BANK OF ENGLAND give notice that they arg ™ 
authorized to receive -n Monday, 23rd Aveda, 1a, 
Tenders for £3,500,000 New South Wales £34 per Cent, © 
Inscribed Stock, repayable at par ist September, 1918, | 

The first half-year’s Dividend on this issue, cele 
culated upon the nominal amount of Stock, will te be | 
payable on the 1st September next. 

The Books of the — will be kept at the Bank of 
™~ land, where all a: ents and transfers will be © 

e; and holders of t e Stock will be ones on pay= 
ment of the usual fees, to “take out Stock Certificates 
to Bearer, with coupons attached, which Foie pee 
inscribed into Stock ‘at the will of the 

















may be 
holder. 

All Transfers and Stock Certificatas will be free of 
stamp duty. : 

Dividend Warrants will be transmitted by postif 
desired. 

By the Act 40 & 41 Vict. ch. 59, the Revenues of the 
Colony of New South Wales alone will be liable iq” 
respect of this Stock and the Dividends oe oe 
the Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom at) 
the Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury ‘ 
not be directly or indirectly liable or responsible for) 
the payment of the Stock or of the Dividends thereog 
or for any matter relating thereto. 

Tenders may be for the whole or any part of the 
Stock, and must state what amount of money will be’ 
given for every £100 of the Stock. Tenders for other: 
than even hund of Stock, or at a price including 
fractions of a shilling other than sixpence, will not 
preferentially accepted. Tenders must be deliv : 
at the Chief Qashier’s Office, Bank of England, before 
two o'clock, on Monday, 23rd April, 1888. Tenders at 
different Prices must be on separate forms. , 
amount of Stock —— for must be written on ti 
outside of the Tender. 

The minimum price, below which no tender will be 
accouned, has been fixed at £102 for every £100 of 
Stoc j 

A deposit of £5 per cent. on the amount of Stock 
tendered for must be paid at the same office at the” 
time of the delivery of the tender, and the deposit” 
must not be enclosed in the tender. Where no ‘al 
ment is made the deposit will be returned, and iu ; 
of partial allotment the balance of the deposit wi 1 be 
applied towards the first instalment. 4 

In the event of the receipt of tenders for a a 


re- 


amount of Stock than that proposed to be issued 
or above the minimum 
lowest price accepted 
diminution. 

The dates at which the further payments of 
account of the Loan will be required are as follows: 

On Thursday, Se, 8rd May, 1888, so much of fl 
amount tendered and accepted as, when added = 
deposit, will leave Eighty poms pees 
paid for each hundred pounds of Stoc! 

On Thursday, the 7th June, 1888 9 ‘per cent, 

On Thursday, the 19th July, 1888, £20 per cent. * 

Ou Thursday, the 30th August, 1838, £20 per cent, 

On Thursday, the 11th October, 1888, £20 per cent, = 

‘The instaJments may be paid in full on or after 
Srd May. 1888, under discount at the rate of 25 
ceut, per annum. In case of default in the page 
rent of any instalment at its proper date, the depo 
and instalmeuts previously paid will be liabie to for 
feiture. 

8c ip Certificates to Bearer with a coupon —_ 
for the first dividend payable ist September, 1 
will be issued in exchange for the provisional 
ceipts, 

The Stock will be inscribed in the Bank Books 
or after the ilth October, 1888, but Scrip paid + 
full, in anticipation, may be forthwith inscribed. ~ 

No tender will be received unless u on the prin 
form, which can be obtained at the Chief Cas 

Office, Bank of England ; and cf Messrs. M 
Marshall, & Co., Stock Brokers, 4, Lombard-st 
London, "B.C. ; and of the Agent-General for 
Government of New Fonte we 5, Westmins 
chambers, Victoria- street, 

Bank of England, ae oie a April, 1888, 


N O8THEBN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
Established 1836. 

-street, E.O, ABERDEEN, 

nilon-terrace. 


INCOME & FUNDS (1886) : 
Fire Premiums , as ove es £582,000 
Life Premiums ... rr) eee 
133,000 


£3,297, 0 


Tice, the tenders at 
a wil be subject to a pror 





i 


Loxpom; 1, Moor; 


nterest... oes 
Accuuulats? Funds ee 





minstets 


PANY, a 


: 
: 





